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90th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  602 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  23  (legislative  day,  January  19),  1967 

Mr.  Randolph  (for  himself,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Baker,  Mr.  Bartlett,  Mr.  Bayii, 
Mr.  Brewster,  Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  Ervin,  Mr. 
Gritening,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Hartke,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Inouye,  Mr.  Javits, 
Mr.  Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy  of  New  York,  Mr.  Lausche,  Mr.  Montoya,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Morton, 
Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Ribicoef,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Scott,  Mr.  Sparkman, 
Mr.  Spong,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Typings,  Air.  Yarborough,  and  Air.  Young 
of  Ohio)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 

Act  of  1965 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Appalachian  Regional 

4  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967”. 

5  Sec.  2.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De- 

6  velopment  Act  of  1965  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  “the 

7  Act”)  is  amended  by  striking  out  clause  (9)  and  inserting 

8  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

9  “  (9)  approve  for  assistance  such  programs  and  proj- 
10  ects  authorized  under  this  Act  as  it  determines  will  con- 
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tribute  to  the  development  of  the  Appalachian  region 
and  advance  funds  appropriated  under  this  Act  to  ap¬ 
propriate  departments  and  agencies  to  assist  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  said  programs  and  projects.’’ 

Sec.  3.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 
“Sec.  105.  (a)  Tor  the  period  ending  on  June  30, 
1967,  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government.  Thereafter,  such 
expenses  shall  be  paid  equally  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  States  in  the  region,  except  for  the  expenses  of  the 
Federal  cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff,  which  shall 
be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  share  to 
be  paid  by  each  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  Federal  cochairman  shall  not  participate  or  vote 
in  such  determination.  No  assistance  authorized  by  this 
Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political  sub¬ 
division  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any 
determination  by  the  Commission  while  such  State  is  de¬ 
linquent  in  payment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

“  (b)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 


3 


1  section.  Not  to  exceed  $750,000  of  such  authorization  shall 

2  be  available  for  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  cochairman,  his 

3  alternate,  and  his  staff.” 

4  Sec.  4.  (a)  Clause  (2)  of  section  106  of  the  Act  is 

5  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 

6  a  comma  and  the  following:  “except  as  provided  in  section 

7  109  of  this  Act”. 

8  (b)  Clause  (7)  of  such  section  is  amended  to  read  as 

9  follows : 

10  “(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases  (in- 

11  eluding,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 

12  lease  of  office  space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than  June 

13  30,  197 1 ) ,  cooperative  agreements,  or  other  transactions  as 

14  may  be  necessary  in  carrying  out  its  functions  and  on  such 

15  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate,  with  any  department, 

16  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  United  States  (which  is 

17  hereby  so  authorized  to  the  extent  not  otherwise  prohibited 

18  by  law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision, 

19  agency,  or  instrumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm, 

20  association,  or  corporation.” 

21  Sec.  5.  Title  I  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  at 

22  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows: 

23  “commission  employee  protections 

24  “Sec.  109.  (a)  Section  5334(a)  of  title  5,  United 

25  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  the  following  new  sen- 
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tence  at  the  end  thereof :  ‘F or  the  purpose  of  this  subsection, 
an  individual  employed  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  under  section  106(2)  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  5,  8;  40  App.  A,  U.S.C. 
106  (2)  ) ,  who  within  six  months  after  separation  from  such 
employment  is  employed  in  a  position  to  which  this  sub¬ 
chapter  applies,  shall  he  deemed  to  have  transferred  from 
a  position  in  the  executive  branch  to  which  this  subchapter 
does  not  apply/ 

“(b)  Section  6303(a)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  the  following  new  sentence  after  the 
third  sentence:  ‘In  determining  years  of  service,  an  em¬ 
ployee  also  is  entitled  to  credit  for  all  service  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission  not  otherwise  included/ 

“  (c)  Section  6308  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  the  following  new  sentence  at  the  end 
thereof:  ‘An  individual  employed  by  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  under  section  106  (2)  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  5,  8;  40  App. 
A,  U.S.C.  106  (2)  ) ,  who  within  six  months  after  separation 
from  such  employment  is  employed  in  a  position  in  which  he 
is  subject  to  this  subchapter  shall  be  deemed,  for  the  purpose 
of  crediting  accumulated  sick  leave  earned  during  Commis¬ 
sion  service,  to  have  transferred  between  different  leave 
systems/ 
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“(d)  Employees  who  suffer  disability  or  death  while  in 
the  performance  of  their  duties  for  the  Commission  shall  he 
deemed  to  be  employees  of  the  United  States  Government 
for  the  purposes  of  subchapter  I,  chapter  81,  as  amended 
(relating  to  compensation  for  work  injuries) ,  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code  (5  U.S.C.  8101-8173  and  80  Stat.  252- 
257) .  Whenever  any  person  is  entitled  to  receive  any 
benefits  under  such  subchapter  I,  chapter  81,  as  amended, 
by  reason  of  his  injury,  or  by  reason  of  the  death  of  an 
employee,  and  is  also  entitled  to  receive  any  benefits  (other 
than  the  proceeds  of  any  life  insurance  policy)  under  appli¬ 
cable  State  workmen’s  compensation  legislation,  any  payment 
received  by  such  person  under  State  workmen’s  compensa¬ 
tion  legislation  shall  be  credited  against  any  benefits  other¬ 
wise  payable  under  subchapter  1,  chapter  81,  as  amended. 
The  provisions  of  section  8147  (b)  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  shall  apply  to  the  Commission.” 

Sec.  6.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system 
which,  in  conjunction  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other 
Federal-aid  highways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will  open 
up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental  potential  where 
commerce  and  communication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack 
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of  adequate  access,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  is 
authorized  to  designate,  and  approve  programs  and  projects 
for  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  development  highway 
system  and  local  access  roads  serving  the  Appalachian  region, 
and  to  advance  funds  therefor  to  the  Secretary  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’) . 
The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  assist  in  the  construction  of 
such  development  highway  projects  and  access  roads  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  which 
the  Secretary  determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act. 
Construction  on  the  development  highway  system  shall  not 
exceed  two  thousand  seven  hundred  miles.  In  addition 
thereto,  there  are  authorized  to  he  constructed  not  in  excess 
of  two  thousand  miles  of  local  access  roads,  that  will  serve 
specific  recreational,  residential,  educational,  commercial, 
industrial,  or  other  like  facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  school 
consolidation  program. 

“(h)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary 
its  designations  of  (1)  the  general  corridor  location  and 
termini  of  the  development  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads 
to  be  constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  construction  of  major 
segments  of  the  development  highways,  and  (4)  other 
criteria  for  the  program  authorized  by  this  section.  Before 
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any  State  member  participates  in  or  votes  on  such  designa¬ 
tions,  he  shall  have  obtained  the  recommendations  of  the 
State  highway  department  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

“  (c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Commission  approve  any 
recommendations  for  any  construction  which  would  require 
for  its  completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  (other 
than  funds  available  under  title  23,  United  States  Code)  in 
excess  of  the  appropriations  authorization  in  subsection  (g) . 
On  its  completion  each  development  highway  not  already  on 
the  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be  added  to  such  sys¬ 
tem  and  each  development  highway  and  local  access  road 
shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the  State  as  provided 
for  Federal-aid  highways  in  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

“  (d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  author¬ 
ized  under  this  section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference 
to  the  use  of  mineral  resource  materials  indigenous  to  the 
Appalachian  region. 

“(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in 
the  use  of  coal  and  coal  products  in  highway  construction 
and  maintenance,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  require  each 
participating  State,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  to  use 
coal  derivatives  in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

“(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project 
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under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs 
of  such  project,  unless  the  Commission  determines  that  as¬ 
sistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  required  in  further¬ 
ance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such 
Federal  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Commission,  to  be  available 
until  expended,  the  sum  of  $110,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968;  the  sum  of  $255,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969;  the  sum  of  $245,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970;  and  the  sum  of 
$105,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1971. 
Unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  to  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  under  the  authorization  in  this  section  prior  to 
amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
Amendments  of  1967  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Commission  and  advanced  to  the  Secretary 
under  an  additional  authorization  in  this  section,  and  shall 
remain  available  imtil  expended. 

“  (h)  Funds  authorized  in  this  section  shall  be  allocated 
to  the  member  States  by  the  Commission  on  a  date  not 
later  than  the  first  day  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  author¬ 
ized  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  on  approved 
projects  upon  allocation. 

“(i)  (1)  When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  con- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


9 


struct  a  segment  of  a  development  highway  without  the  aid 
of  Federal  funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and  re¬ 
quirements  applicable  to  the  construction  of  segments  of 
Appalachian  development  highways  with  such  funds,  except 
insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to 
the  construction  of  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  have 
previously  been  appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  applica¬ 
tion  by  the  State,  is  authorized  to  pay  to  the  State,  at  such 
times,  in  such  amounts  and  under  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  may  be  approved  by  the  Commission,  the  Federal  share 
not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  construction  of 
such  segment,  from  any  sums  appropriated  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  com¬ 
mitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  funds  for  segments  of  development  highways  con¬ 
structed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not  increase  the 
total  amount  of  construction  which  the  Commission  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  approve  under  subsection  (c) .” 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“demonstration  health  projects 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of 
adequate  health  facilities  and  services  to  the  economic  de- 
J.  65-001-J - 2 
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velopment  of  the  region,  the  Commission  is  authorized  to 
approve  programs  and  projects  for  demonstration  health 
programs  and  projects,  and  to  advance  funds  therefor  to 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  Upon 
receipt  of  such  Commission  approval,  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall  make  grants  for  the 
planning,  construction,  equipment,  and  operation  of  multi- 
county  demonstration  health  projects,  including  hospitals, 
regional  health  diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other 
facilities  and  services  necessary  to  health.  Grants  for  such 
construction  (including  the  acquisition  of  facilities  and  initial 
equipment)  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applica¬ 
ble  provisions  of  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act 
(72  U.S.C.  291-291o) ,  the  Mental  Ketardation  Facili¬ 
ties  and  Community  Mental  Health  Centers  Construction 
Act  of  1963  (77  Stat.  282),  and  other  laws  authorizing 
grants  for  the  construction  of  health-related  facilities,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating  to  appropri¬ 
ation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among  the  States. 
Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this 
Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation 
of  the  allotments  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any 
other  provision  of  law. 

“  (b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  any 
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component  of  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed 
80  per  centum  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  contribution  may 
he  provided  entirely  from  funds  authorized  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  or  in  combination  with  funds  provided  under  other 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construction  or  equip¬ 
ment  of  health-related  facilities.  Notwithstanding  section 
104  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  19(35  (79  Stat.  554) ,  or  any  other  provision  of  law,  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  may  be  used  to  increase  Fed¬ 
eral  grants  for  component  facilities  of  a  demonstration  health 
project  above  the  maximum  portion  of  the  costs  of  such  facili¬ 
ties  otherwise  authorized  hy  the  applicable  laws. 

“(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  (including 
initial  operating  funds  and  operating  deficits  comprising 
among  other  items  the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and  re¬ 
taining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demonstration  health  proj¬ 
ect,  whether  or  not  constructed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum  of  the  costs 
thereof  for  the  two-year  period  beginning,  for  each  com¬ 
ponent  facility  or  service  assisted  under  any  such  operating 
grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or  service  is  in 
operation  as  a  part  of  the  project.  For  the  next  three 
years  of  operations  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per 
centum  of  such  costs.  No  grants  for  operation  of  a  demon- 
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stration  health  project  shall  he  made  after  five  years  follow¬ 
ing  the  commencement  of  the  initial  grant  for  operation  ol 
the  project. 

“(d)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  provide  funds 
for  the  support  of  its  Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to 
make  grants  for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for  the 
development  and  operation  of  demonstration  health  projects 
for  the  region.  The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not 
exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $70,000,000  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  8.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  203  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  control  and  prevention 
of  erosion  and  sediment  damages  in  the  Appalachian  region 
and  to  promote  the  conservation  and  development  of  the  soil 
and  water  resources  of  the  region,  the  Commission  is  author¬ 
ized  to  approve  programs  and  projects  for  land  stabilization 
conservation  and  erosion  control,  and  to  advance  funds  there¬ 
for,  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Upon  receipt  of  such 
Commission  approval,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
enter  into  agreements  of  not  more  than  ten  years  with  land- 
owners,  operators,  and  occupiers,  individually  or  collectively, 
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in  the  Appalachian  region  determined  by  him  to  have  control 
for  the  period  of  the  agreement  of  the  lands  described  there¬ 
in,  providing  for  land  stabilization,  erosion  and  sediment  con¬ 
trol,  and  reclamation  through  changes  in  land  use,  and  con¬ 
servation  treatment  including  the  establishment  of  practices 
and  measures  for  the  conservation  and  development  of  soil, 
water,  woodland,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources.” 

(b)  Subsection  (i)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  “Act”  the  following:  “for  the  two-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969,”. 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  portion  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  204 
of  the  Act  preceding  clause  (1)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  (a)  In  order  that  the  region  shall  more  fully  benefit 
from  the  timber  stands  that  are  one  of  its  prime  assets,  the 
Commission  is  authorized  to  approve  programs  and  projects  of 
technical  assistance  and  loans  to  timber  development  organi¬ 
zations,  and  to  advance  funds  therefor,  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  Upon  receipt  of  such  Commission  approval, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall — ”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“  (b)  Not  to  exceed  $4,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end- 
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ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  portion  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
205  of  the  Act  preceding  paragraph  ( 2 )  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(a)  In  order  to  further  the  economic  development  of 
the  region  by  rehabilitating  areas  presently  damaged  by 
deleterious  mining  practices,  the  Commission  is  authorized 
to  approve  restoration  programs  and  projects,  and  to  advance 
funds  therefor,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Upon  receipt 
of  such  Commission  approval,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
is  authorized  to — 

“(i)  make  financial  contributions  to  States  in  the 
region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and 
abandoned  oil  and  gas  wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabili¬ 
tate  lands  affected  by  the  strip  and  surface  mining  and 
processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals,  including  waste 
piles,  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.),  to  the  extent  appli¬ 
cable,  without  regard  to  section  2  (b)  thereof  (30  U.S.C. 
572  (b)  )  or  to  any  provisions  therein  limiting  assistance 
to  anthracite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  paragraph  shall  be 
made  wholly  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for 
the  purposes  of  carrying  out  this  Act.” 
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(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “and  1967”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
1967,  1968,  and  1969”,  and  by  inserting  after  “restoration 
projects”  a  comma  and  the  following:  “including  land  ac¬ 
quisition  costs,”. 

(c)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d)  of  such  sec¬ 
tion  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Not  to  exceed  $39,150,- 
000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for 
the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  11.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  12.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows : 
“housing  program  incentives 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate 
the  construction  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and 
medium-income  families  and  individuals  in  the  Appalachian 
region,  by  making  possible  wider  use  in  the  region  of  section 
221  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  the  Commission  is  author¬ 
ized  to  approve  programs  and  projects  and  to  advance  fimds 
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therefor,  to  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment.  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
is  authorized  to  make  low-interest  and  interest-free  loans  and 
grants  for  approved  programs  and  projects,  under  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  may  require,  to  private  nonprofit  cor¬ 
porations  or  other  private  nonprofit  legal  entities,  limited 
dividend  corporations  or  other  limited  dividend  legal  entities, 
cooperative  housing  corporations,  and  public  bodies  or  agen¬ 
cies,  both  regional  and  local  in  scope.  These  funds  shall 
he  used  to  meet  up  to  80  per  centum  of  the  reasonable  costs, 
including  technical  services,  incidental  to  the  initial  planning 
for,  and  the  construction  or  rehabilitation  of  housing  in  any 
area  of  the  Appalachian  region  determined  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  have  significant  potential  for  future  growth,  which 
costs  are  reasonably  incurred  prior  to  the  availability  of 
mortgage  or  other  permanent  financing  for  such  housing  and 
in  anticipation  thereof:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  shall 
require  repayment  of  any  funds  used  for  costs  subsequently 
included  in  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  '221  of  the 
National  Housing  Act  or  for  costs  which  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  could  reasonably  have  been  included  in  such  mortgage : 
And  'provided  further,  That  the  non-Federal  share  of  such 
costs  may  he  in  cash,  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including 
but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services. 
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“(b)  All  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  shall,  after  advance  by  the  Commission,  be  deposited 
in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Fund  and  shall  be  used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  General  expenses  of  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  section  may  he  charged  to  such  fund.  Moneys 
in  such  fund  not  needed  for  current  operation  may  be 
invested  in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States. 

“  (c)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  13.  Section  211  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“vocational  education  facilities 
“Sec.  211.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  basic  facilities  to 
give  the  people  of  the  region  the  training  and  education  they 
need  to  obtain  employment,  the  Commission  is  authorized 
to  approve  programs  and  projects  for  construction  of  voca¬ 
tional  education  facilities,  and  for  equipment  of  both  existing 
and  new  facilities,  and  to  advance  funds  therefor,  to  the 
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Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  Upon  receipt 
of  such  Commission  approval,  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  shall  make  grants  for  construction 
and  equipment  of  the  school  facilities  needed  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963 
(77  Stat.  403),  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein 
relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allot¬ 
ments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall 
be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among  the 
States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $18,000,000  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  section  401  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out 
this  section.” 

Sec.  14.  Section  212  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“sewage  treatment  works 

“Sec.  212.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  facilities  to  assist 
in  the  prevention  of  pollution  of  the  region’s  streams  and  to 
protect  the  health  and  welfare  of  its  citizens,  the  Commission 
is  authorized  to  approve  programs  and  projects  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  sewage  treatment  works,  and  to  advance  funds 
therefor  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Upon  receipt  of 
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such  Commission  approval,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
make  construction  grants  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  466 
et  seq.),  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating 
to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among 
the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely 
out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  car¬ 
rying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
computation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States  pursuant  to 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

“  (b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  he  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  15.  (a)  Section  701  (a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1954  (40  U.S.C.  461  (a)  )  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and  all  of  clause  (9)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“  (9)  the  Appalachian  Eegional  Commission,  for  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined 
by  section  403  of  the  Appalachian  Eegional  Development 
Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified  under 
section  301  of  the  Appalachian  Eegional  Development  Act 
of  1965,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  their  entire  areas, 
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or  for  metropolitan  planning,  urban  planning,  county  plan¬ 
ning,  or  small  municipality  planning  within  such  areas  in 
the  Appalachian  region,  and  for  planning  for  Appalachian 
regional  programs.” 

(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  701  (b)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  “to  States  par¬ 
ticipating  in  planning  for  Appalachian  regional  programs, 
for  expenses  incurred  in  the  course  of  such  planning,  or  to 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “to  States  and  local  development 
districts  participating  in  planning  for  Appalachian  regional 
programs,  for  expenses  incurred  in  the  course  of  such  plan¬ 
ning,  or  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission”. 

Sec.  16.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“supplements  to  fedeeal  gb  ant-in- aid  peogeams 

“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States, 
and  local  communities  of  the  region,  including  local  develop¬ 
ment  districts,  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for  which  they  are 
eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  authorized  to  approve  programs  and  projects  and 
to  advance  funds  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section  to 
the  heads  of  the  departments,  agencies,  and  instrumentalities 
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of  the  Federal  Government  responsible  for  the  administration 
of  such  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  Funds  so  advanced 
shall  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  to  projects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  advanced 
for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  avail¬ 
able  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.  Such  ad¬ 
vanced  funds  shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appro¬ 
priation  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

“  (b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be 
increased  in  excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  the 
Commission,  and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“  (c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  programs’  as  used 
in  this  section  means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorized  by  this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  and  all  other  existing  or  future  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  that  the  Commission  may  designate  as  further¬ 
ing  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  authorized  by  Acts  other  than 
this  Act  for  the  acquisition  of  land  and  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in- 
aid  programs  authorized  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
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Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services 
Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act 
of  1963;  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965; 
National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall 
not  include  (A)  the  program  for  the  construction  of  the 
development  highway  system  authorized  by  section  201  of 
this  Act  or  any  other  program  relating  to  highway  or  road 
construction,  or  (B)  any  other  program  for  which  loans  or 
other  Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $90,000,000  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  17.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 
“Sec.  223.  A  program  and  projects  authorized  under 
any  section  of  this  title  shall  not  be  approved  for  assistance 
by  the  Commission  until  (1)  applications  and  plans  relating 
to  such  programs  and  projects  have  been  submitted  to  the 
Federal  officer  having  responsibility  for  implementing  such 
programs  and  projects,  and  such  applications  and  plans  have 
been  determined,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act, 
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to  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  laws 
which  they  administer;  and  (2)  the  Commission  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  such  program  and  projects  meet  the  criteria 
established  by  this  Act,  and  will  contribute  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Appalachian  region,  which  determinations  shall 
be  binding  on  the  implementing  Federal  agencies.” 

Sec.  18.  Section  224  (a)  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “In  developing  recommendations  on  the”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “In  approving”. 

Sec.  19.  Subsections  (a) ,  (b) ,  and  (c)  of  section  302 
of  the  Act  are  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  The  Commission  is  authorized — 

“  ( 1 )  to  make  grants  to  State  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  technical  services  and  administrative  expenses 
of  local  development  districts,  but  (A)  the  amount  of 
any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such 
expenses,  (B)  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses 
shall  be  made  for  a  local  development  district  for  a 
period  in  excess  of  three  years  beginning  on  the  date  the 
initial  grant  is  made  for  such  development  district,  and 
(C)  the  local  contributions  for  administrative  expenses 
may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including  but 
not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services;  and 

“(2)  either  directly  or  through  arrangements  with 
appropriate  public  or  private  organizations,  to  provide 
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funds  for  investigation,  research,  studies,  technical  assist- 
ance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and  for  training  pro¬ 
grams,  but  not  for  construction  purposes,  which  will 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

“(b)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall,  as  required  by  the  Commission, 
maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of  transactions  and 
activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report  thereon  to 
the  Commission.  The  records  of  the  recipient  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the  Commission 
and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  authorized  repre¬ 
sentatives. 

“  (c)  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  20.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“PEOJECT  APPEOVAL 

“Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other 
assistance  for  a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be 
made  through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  repre¬ 
senting  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall  evalu¬ 
ate  such  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro- 
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grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act  shall 
be  approved  for  assistance  by  the  Commission.” 

Sec.  21.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“authorization  of  appropriations 
“Sec.  401.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  201  for  the  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  he  appropriated  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  to  be  available  until  expended,  not 
to  exceed  $263,150,000  to  the  Commission  to  carry  out  this 
Act.  The  Commission  is  authorized,  from  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  under  this  section,  to  advance,  from  time  to  time,  to 
the  heads  of  the  appropriate  departments  or  agencies  for 
the  purposes  of  carrying  out  the  various  sections  of  this  Act, 
such  funds  as  the  Commission  approves  within  the  ceilings 
established  in  the  different  sections  of  this  Act. 

“(b)  Unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the 
authorization  in  this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of 
1967  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  appropriated  to  the 
Commission  and  shall  remain  available  until  expended.” 
Sec.  22.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  in 
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serting  after  the  clause  relating  to  the  counties  in  Maryland 
the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Attala,  Benton, 
Calhoun,  Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Grenada,  Itawamba, 
Kemper,  Lafayette,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Marshall,  Monroe,  Mont¬ 
gomery,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah, 
Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  Winston,  and  Yalobusha; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany,  Broome,  Cat¬ 
taraugus,  Chautauqua,  Chemung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Dela¬ 
ware,  Otsego,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tompkins;”. 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the 
colon  following  “West  Virginia”  and  all  of  the  remainder 
of  such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period. 

Sec.  23.  (a)  Section  302  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  842)  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  the 
following  new  sentence:  “The  Commissioner  also  shall  re¬ 
serve  such  amount  as  he  may  determine  for  grants  to  the 
Appalachian  Begional  Commission  for  educational  planning 
and  research  in  connection  with  its  comprehensive  planning 
for  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  under  section  403  of 
the  Appalachian  Begional  Development  Act  of  1965.”. 

(b)  Section  303  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Ed¬ 
ucation  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  843)  is  amended  by  in- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


27 


serting  after  “Sec.  303.  Grants”,  the  phrase  “to  a  local  edu¬ 
cation  agency”. 

(c)  Section  304  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  844)  is  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  “Applications  for  grants”  in  subsection  (b),  the 
phrase  “to  a  local  education  agency”. 

(d)  Section  502  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  862)  is  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  (1)  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence:  “The  Commissioner  also  shall  reserve 
such  amount  as  he  may  determine  for  grants  to  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission  for  educational  planning  and 
research  in  connection  with  its  comprehensive  planning  for 
the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  under  section  403  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.”. 

(e)  Section  505  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  865)  is  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  before  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  section  the  following : 
“,  and  for  grants  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
for  educational  planning  and  research  in  connection  with  its 
comprehensive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as  de¬ 
fined  under  section  403  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  of  1965”. 
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trust  fund — putting  it  in  a  temporary 
freezk  so  to  speak — was  so  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  could  borrow  on  the  fund  at  a 
very  lowSinterest  rate. 

Is  it  thX  understanding  of  the  Senator 
from  WestNVirginia,  as  it  is  my  under¬ 
standing,  that  the  President  and  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Budget  gave  us  some  assur¬ 
ance  last  Thursday  night  that  there  has 
been  no  intention,  to  borrow  from  these 
funds?  I  got  that  \mderstanding.  I  got 
the  understanding  tmt  even  though  they 
might  be  putting  therVin  the  temporary 
freeze,  or  the  icebox,  ak  it  were,  no  one 
was  going  to  touch  the\fund,  in  that 
respect. 

I  believe  that  is  encouraging,  for  if  the 
Treasury  gets  into  the  habit borrow¬ 
ing  from  the  trust  fund  at  a  lovK  interest 
rate,  it  could  encourage  the  dui\j,ion  of 
the  freeze 

The  Senator  has  made  a  contribution 
in  that  respect.  I  believe  that  all  o 
are  happy  that  the  subcommittee 
which  the  Senator  is  chairman  is  goin 
to  hold  healings  on  this  matter,  because 
keeping  up  with  roadbuilding  in  this 
country  is  a  most  difficult  problem. 

There  are  several  Senators  who  will 
appear  to  discuss  the  Interstate  High¬ 
way  System  with  the  distinguished  com¬ 
mittee,  wherein  there  may  be  a  little 
problem,  sometimes  involving  less  than 
50  miles  in  order  to  make  the  Interstate 
Highway  a  much  more  efficient  one,  due 
to  the  fact  that  many  of  the  programs 
laying  out  the  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem  were  submitted  10  or  12  years  ago. 
Populations  may  have  shifted  and  con 
ditions  may  be  different,  and  we  may  be 
coming  in  to  ask  for  modest,  very  modest 
extensions. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Extensions  of  1,000 
miles  perhaps. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Perhaps  1,000  miles 
would  take  care  of  the  matter;  perhaps 
41,000  miles  instead  of  42,000  miles.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska  indicated  that  he 
would  like  1  mile  in  Alaska,  and  we  said 
we  would  give  2,  which  would  mean  an 
increase  of  100  percent 

There  is  a  serious  problem  in  that  re¬ 
spect  and  it  is  going  to  be  much  more 
difficult  to  settle  if  there  is  no  light  a 
the  end  of  the  tunnel;  that  is,  that 
are  going  to  use  these  funds  for  the  nGr- 
pose  for  which  it  was  stated  theyywere 
going  to  be  used. 

I  do  not  think  that  we  can  keep  up 
with  the  traffic  problem.  We  are  al¬ 
ways  behind.  Thus,  I  compliment  the 
Senator  on  his  talk.  I  think  he  is  doing 
a  sevice  to  point  out  the  unfque  character 
of  the  highway  funds.  They  are  a  little 
different  from  ordinary/taxpayers’  funds. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  As  the  Senator  has 
said  so  well,  the  President  is  concerned 
as  are  we — abouyxhis  situation. 

Mr.  MAGNUS0N.  Yes. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  would  think  that 
if  they  borrowed  from  the  highway  trust 
fund,  if  contemplated,  and  the  President 
indicated  inat  it  was  not,  that  would  de¬ 
feat  the/anti-inflationary  feature. 

Mr.  AaGNUSON.  Yes,  I  agree.  Of 
course,  it  would  be  getting  money  at  a 
mujm  cheaper  rate. 

Ir.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  would  be  limited 
'to  the  short  term,  but  the  Senator  and 


I  know,  after  all  these  years  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  that  once  we  start  to  find  sources  of 
cheaper  money,  it  will  be  difficult  to  get 
the  trust  fund  to  open  up  again.  Too 
often  it  might  be  used  for  that  purpose. 
But,  however,  I  am  encouraged.  I  think 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  under¬ 
stands  that  we  can  get  this  matter  taken 
care  of. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes.  I  think  that 
section  209(e),  of  the  Trust  Fund  Act 
requires  that.  It  allows  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  borrow  money  at  a  low  rate  of 
interest  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes.  I  think  it  was 
emphatic  that  there  was  no  intention  to 
do  that.  I  hope  that  they  carry  it  out. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  am  sure  that  we 
can  find  areas  of  affirmative  action,  even 
though  the  order  of  November  has  caused 
concern  among  Members  of  the  Senate 
with  respect  to  the  continuation  of  the 
highway  building  programs  in  their 
States. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  BILL — APPA¬ 
LACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
introduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  on 
behalf  of  myself,  Senator  John  Sherman 
Cooper,  and  other  Members,  a  bill  to 
supplement  and  amend  the  Appalachian 
regional  development  program.  This  leg¬ 
islation  is  designed  to  reauthorize  the 
programs  developed  to  assist  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  revival  of  the  12-State  region 
known  as  Appalachia. 

What  we  are  proposing  is  an  authori¬ 
zation  on  the  same  scale  as  that  which 
was  approved  by  Congress  in  1965.  At 
that  time,  excluding  the  Appalachian 
highway  system,  we  authorized  $252,- 
400,000  to  carry  out  the  program.  This 
year  we  will  consider  a  bill  which  would 
authorize  the  expenditure  of  $263,150,- 
000.  These  authorizations  would  cover 
fiscal  years  1968  and  1969. 

The  concept  of  Appalachia  as  a  work¬ 
ing  partnership  between  the  States  and 
the  Federal  Government  has  proven  it¬ 
self  in  the  2  years  the  program  has  been 
in  existence.  Experience  has  indicated 
the  need  for  certain  changes. 

The  bill,  which  we  introduced  today, 
is  designed  to  effect  changes  within  the 
framework  of  original  legislation. 
There  are  certain  additional  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  which  will  be  included  under  the 
umbrella  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission.  Among  these  are  low-in¬ 
come  housing  under  the  provisions  of 
section  221  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954, 
the  extension  of  the  availability  of  plan¬ 
ning  money  under  section  701  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1954  to  the  so-called 
local  development  districts,  and  planning 
under  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965. 

Pursuant  to  a  recent  note  of  the  State 
members  of  the  Commission  26  counties 
located  in  Mississippi  would  be  added  to 
the  definition  of  the  term  “Appalachian 
Region.” 

The  major  change  which  we  are  pre¬ 
senting  for  comment  would  provide  that 
the  appropriation  of  funds  for  Appa¬ 
lachian  regional  development  would  be 
made  directly  to  the  Commission. 
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Based  on  the  experience  of  the  past  2 
years,  especially  in  view  of  the  modest 
nature  of  the  program  when  broken  down 
into  its  constituent  elements,  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  appropriation  requests  for  partic¬ 
ular  Appalachian  programs  in  the  larger 
budgets  of  executive  departments  which 
are  responsible  for  implementing  the  in¬ 
dividual  programs,  has  deprived  the  Com¬ 
mission  of  the  ability  to  propose,  prepare, 
present  and  fight  for  the  money  it  needs 
to  make  the  total  program  work. 

Another  suggested  amendment  which 
would  give  the  Commission  itself  the  au¬ 
thority  to  approve  programs  likewise  ap¬ 
pears  necessary  if  the  program  is  to 
fulfill  the  promise  it  now  holds  for  the 
revitalization  of  the  Appalachian  region. 
The  partnership  which  I  mentioned  be¬ 
fore  is  such  that  once  any  State  involved 
has  requested  a  particular  project — and 
the  Commission,  including  the  Federal 
Cochairman — reviews  and  recommends 
it,  it  seems  unnecessary  and  somewhat 
cumbersome  for  the  agency  carrying  out 
the  Federal  portion  of  the  program  to 
have  the  final  word  on  whether  or  not 
the  program  will  in  fact  become  a  reality. 

We  undertook  this  program  in  1965,  in 
part,  as  an  experiment  in  creative  fed¬ 
eralism.  We  looked  to  it  as  a  test  of  the 
ability  of  State  and  local  governments  to 
more  adequately  meet  their  needs.  If 
they  are  to  do  this,  it  seems  to  sponsors 
that  we  must  give  them  the  final  word. 
The  Federal  interests  in  these  programs 
will  be  properly  and  fully  protected  by 
the  Federal  cochairman,  as  has  been  so 
ably  demonstrated  by  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man  John  Sweeney. 

The  Special  Subcommittee  on  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  will  begin  hearings 
on  this  legislation  next  week.  These 
hearings  will  begin  on  January  24,  and 
extend  through  January  25,  26  and  31, 
and  February  1  and  2. 

We  will  hear  from  the  State  cochair¬ 
man  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission,  the  Honorable  Hulett  Smith, 
Governor  of  West  Virginia,  and  from  the 
Honorable  John  Sweeney,  the  Federal 
Cochairman,  Members  of  the  Senate,  as 
well  as  from  representatives  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  who  are  involved  in  the 
Appalachian  effort.  These  representa¬ 
tives,  I  might  add,  will  be  those  members 
of  the  agencies  who  have  the  direct  line 
responsibilities  for  carrying  out  the  proj¬ 
ects  which  heretofore  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission.  In  addition,  we  will  hear 
from  a  number  of  interested  private  citi¬ 
zens  and  groups. 

The  committee  looks  forward  to  these 
hearings  as  an  opportunity  to  measure 
the  success  of  the  program,  to  test  its 
strengths  and  to  review  its  weaknesses. 
When  we  have  completed  our  delibera¬ 
tions,  we  will  report  legislation  which 
we  are  hopeful  will  enlist  the  full 
support  of  Members  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  glad  that  the 
President  formally  recommended  such  an 
extension  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act,  in  a  message  to  the 
Congress  last  week,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  a  copy  of  the  President’s 
letter  to  the  Vice  President  printed  in 
the  Record. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  White  House, 

January  20, 1967. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  recommend  that  the 
Congress  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  Act  was  conceived  In  a  true  spirit  of 
partnership.  It  was  originated  by  the 
Governors  of  the  Appalachian  states.  It  was 
formed  in  close  cooperation  with  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch.  And  it  was  approved  by  the 
Congress  of  all  the  people. 

That  partnership  has  flourished.  Working 
together  through  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission,  the  12  Governors  and  the 
Federal  Co-Chairman  are  bringing  new 
hope — human  and  economic — to  the  18  mil¬ 
lion  people  who  live  in  Appalachia. 

Today,  there  is  a  spirit  of  opportunity  and 
purpose  in  a  region  where  once  prospects 
were  bleak  and  hopes  were  dim. 

Because  of  the  work  done  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  and  cooperating  Federal,  state  and  local 
agencies — 

51  hospitals  have  been  completed  or  are 
under  construction; 

52  vocational  education  schools  are  being 
built; 

Work  is  underway  on  790  miles  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  highway  system; 

New  libraries,  airports,  college  classrooms 
and  water  resource  projects  are  being  pur¬ 
sued  to  completion; 

Thousands  of  workers  have  been  trained, 
hired  and  added  to  the  payrolls. 

During  the  past  2  years,  the  Appalachian 
partnership  has  proved  the  wisdom  of  co¬ 
operative  Federal-state  relationships.  Let 
us  continue  that  partnership  for  there  is 
still  much  to  be  done  to  bring  into  Appalachia 
a  full  share  of  America’s  prosperity. 

I  therefore  urge  an  extension  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program  in  substantially  the  same 
form  as  it  was  enacted  in  1965.  I  hope  that 
the  Commission’s  success  in  the  past  will 
insure  its  continuance  in  the  future. 

In  my  State  of  the  Union  Message,  I  ex¬ 
pressed  by  intention  to  submit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  a  proposal  to  merge  the  present  De- 
aprtments  of  Commerce  and  Labor  into  a 
single  Cabinet-level  Department.  When  that 
proposal  is  forwarded  to  the  Congress,  it  will 
contain  a  recommendation  that  Federal  activ¬ 
ities  relating  to  regional  economic  develop¬ 
ment  and  depressed  areas  be  coordinated 
through  the  new  Department.  This  Depart¬ 
ment  would  then  have  the  basic  responsibility 
for  the  Federal  government’s  efforts  in  all  of 
the  regional  commissions  that  have  been 
or  soon  will  be  established,  including  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 

In  the  meantime,  I  urge  the  Congress  to 
extend  the  authorization  for  the  Appalachian 
regional  program. 

Sincerely, 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  that  the  bill  lie  on  the  desk 
for  10  days  for  additional  cosponsors. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  refer¬ 
red;  and,  without  objection,  will  be  held 
at  the  desk  for  10  days,  as  requested  by 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  introduced  by  Mr.  Randolph 
(for  himself  and  other  Senators),  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  join  in  introducing  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act 


Amendments  of  1967  with  my  good  friend 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph]  ,  who  has  exercised  great  lead¬ 
ership  in  this  field,  no  only  on  behalf  of 
his  own  State  and  for  the  people  of  the 
Appalachian  region,  but  also  as  a  member 
and  now  chairman  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

A  great  deal  of  the  support  which  led 
to  the  Appalachian  regional  development 
program  came  from  Kentucky,  and  fol¬ 
lowing  the  report  of  the  President’s  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Commission  to  Presi¬ 
dent  John  F.  Kennedy,  containing  the 
recommendations  of  the  Governors,  leg¬ 
islation  was  recommended,  which  I  co¬ 
sponsored  with  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  and  which  was  passed  by  the 
Senate  in  1964. 

President  Johnson  has  taken  great  in¬ 
terest  in  the  problems  of  the  region,  and 
we  are  glad  that  he  has  given  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  development  program  full  sup¬ 
port.  In  1965,  I  again  joined  Senator 
Randolph  in  introducing  S.  3,  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act, 
which  was  cosponsored  by  45  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate,  and  which  became 
law  March  9,  1965. 

The  Appalachian  program  has  brought 
new  hope  to  the  people  of  the  region,  and 
stands  today  as  an  outstanding  example 
of  State  initiative,  and  cooperation  with 
the  Federal  Government.  In  Kentucky 
work  is  already  underway  on  341  miles 
of  roads  within  the  Appalachian  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system,  of  which  61  miles 
is  in  construction,  and  for  which  $60 
million  of  the  $300  million  appropriated 
for  this  system  has  been  allocated  to 
Kentucky. 

There  has  also  been  approved  for 
Kentucky  nearly  $6  million  in  supple¬ 
mental  grant  funds  for  vocational  educa¬ 
tion,  hospitals,  libraries  and  other  proj¬ 
ects.  The  State  has  chosen  to  devote 
chief  emphasis  under  the  Appalachian 
program  to  construction  of  vocational 
educational  facilities,  and  is  also  par¬ 
ticipating  effectively  in  the  land  stabi¬ 
lization,  conservation,  and  erosion  con¬ 
trol  program. 

One  of  the  greatest  accomplishments 
under  the  act,  I  think,  is  its  demonstra¬ 
tion  that  a  group  of  States,  different  in 
many  characteristics  but  having  prob¬ 
lems  in  common,  can  work  so  effectively, 
through  their  Governors,  toward  the 
solution  of  those  problems  with  Federal 
cooperation  and  assistance. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  included  authorization 
for  6  years  for  its  principal  program, 
the  Appalachian  development  highway 
system.  However,  authorization  for  ap¬ 
propriations  through  June  30,  1967,  was 
provided  for  the  other  programs  to  be 
carried  out  under  the  act.  Therefore, 
it  is  necessary  to  renew  that  authoriza¬ 
tion  this  year,  and  the  Public  Works 
Committee  has  scheduled  hearings  to  be¬ 
gin  tomorrow  on  the  extension  of  the 
Appalachian  program. 

The  bill  Senator  Randolph  and  I  in¬ 
troduce  today,  entitled  “The  Appalach¬ 
ian  Regional  Development  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1967,”  will  continue  for  2  years 
the  programs  for  demonstration  health 
facilities ;  land  stabilization,  conservation 
and  erosion  control;  mining  area  restora¬ 


tion;  vocational  educational  facilities; 
sewage  treatment  works,  and  grant-in- 
aid  supplements.  It  proposes  an  author¬ 
ization  of  $263  million,  compared  to  $252 
million  authorized  for  the  first  2  years, 
for  these  and  all  other  programs  under 
the  act,  except  the  highway  system. 

The  second  chief  effect  of  the  bill 
would  be  to  provide  that  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  would  be  made  directly  to 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Commission,  which  would  then  transfer 
funds  to  the  operating  agencies  which 
carry  out  its  programs. 

The  bill  as  it  has  been  prepared  pro¬ 
poses  certain  other  changes,  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  during  the  hearings  and  by  our 
committee,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  brief  explanation  of  the  proposed 
bill  and  a  summary  of  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  funds  be  printed  in  the  Record 
following  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  pro¬ 
gram  is  directed  to  a  great  and  evident 
need,  recognized  by  the  Congress  and 
the  people  of  our  country.  The  18  mil¬ 
lion  people  living  hr  the  hills  and  valleys 
in  the  Appalachian  region  of  a  dozen 
States — including  eastern  Kentucky — 
have  already  seen  the  first  results  of  this 
program  providing  support  for  transpor¬ 
tation  and  flood  protection,  and  for  edu¬ 
cation  and  community  development. 
As  the  Congress  gives  evidence  of  its 
continued  support  for  this  program,  we 
know  they  will  continue  to  work  to  make 
their  contribution,  and  achieve  a  level 
of  productivity  and  of  living  in  which 
they  and  the  Nation  will  take  pride. 

I  am  grateful  to  my  friend  from  West 
Virginia,  Senator  Randolph,  for  his 
work  and  for  his  kind  words.  I  will  join 
him  in  the  Public  Works  Committee,  and 
during  the  hearings  of  our  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Economic  Development,  to 
secure  full  consideration  of  these  pro¬ 
posals,  and  to  bring  a  bill  before  the 
Senate. 

I  hope  that  other  Members  of  the 
Senate  will  again  join  us  in  support  of 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
program.  It  will  benefit  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  States,  it  is  time,  but  it  will  also  bene¬ 
fit  the  Nation. 

Exhibit  1 

Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
Amendments  op  1967 

The  bill  would — 

1.  Authorize  appropriations  for  the  pe¬ 
riod  ending  June  30,  1969,  for  all  programs 
under  the  Act  except  the  Appalachian  De¬ 
velopment  Highway  System — in  effect  con¬ 
tinuing  for  two  years  financial  assistance  for 
Demonstration  Health  Facilities  (Sec.  202); 
Land  Stabilization,  Conservation,  and  Ero¬ 
sion  Control  (Sec.  203);  Timber  Develop¬ 
ment  Organizations  (Sec.  204);  Mining  Area 
Restoration  (Sec.  205);  Vocational  Educa¬ 
tional  Facilities  (Sec.  211);  Sewage  Treat¬ 
ment  Works  (Sec.  212),  and  Supplements  to 
Federal  Grant-in- Aid  Programs  (Sec.  214). 

The  new  authorization  proposed  for  Sec¬ 
tion  401,  which  provides  funds  for  these  pro¬ 
grams,  is  $263,150,000.  This  compares  to 
$252,400,000  authorized  for  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1967. 

2.  Increase  from  2,350  to  2,700  miles  the 
length  of  the  Appalachian  development 
highway  system,  and  from  1,000  to  2,000  the 
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mileage  of  local  access  roads  to  be  con¬ 
structed.  (Appropriation  authority  for  this 
program  is  already  provided  in  Sec.  201,  effec¬ 
tive  through  June  30,  1971  when  the  Act 
terminates.)  The  existing  authorization  of 
$840  million  would  be  increased  $175  million 
by  providing,  in  addition  to  the  $300  million 
already  appropriated,  specific  fiscal  year  au¬ 
thorizations  as  follows:  1968 — $110  million; 
1969— $255  million;  1970— $245  million; 
1971 — $105  million. 

The  350  miles  added  to  the  development 
highway  system  would  provide  for  a  highway 
corridor  in  New  York  State  (added  to  the 
Region  following  a  Senate  amendment),  and 
a  connecting  link  in  Pennsylvania.  $140 
million  of  the  new  authorization  is  for  this 
purpose;  the  remaining  $35  million  is  for 
the  local  access  roads. 

3.  Authorize  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Commission  to  approve  for  as¬ 
sistance  the  programs  and  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Act,  and  to  advance  funds 
appropriated  under  the  Act  to  the  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  implementing  those  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects. 

Applications  for  programs  and  projects  are 
now  approved  for  assistance  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  following  approval  by  the  State  member 
(Sec.  303).  Programs  and  projects  may  not 
be  implemented  until  plans  for  them  have 
been  recommended  by  the  Commission,  sub¬ 
mitted  to  and  approved  or  modified  by  the 
President  or  his  designate  (Sec.  223). 

The  amendments  would  permit  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  testify  to  the  appropriations  for 


the  Appalachian  program  (now  within  the 
agency  budgets  at  Commerce,  HEW,  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Interior)  by  directing  the  appropri¬ 
ation  to  the  Commission,  which  would  then 
advance  funds  for  its  programs  to  the  opera¬ 
tional  agencies. 

4.  Authorize  a  loan  program  under  Sec¬ 
tion  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  lim¬ 
ited  to  $5  million  of  the  funds  authorized 
by  Section  401,  to  be  deposited  in  a  revolv¬ 
ing  fund. 

5.  Add  26  counties  in  Mississippi  to  the 
Appalachian  region. 

6.  Also  include  provisions  to:  Authorize 
the  States  to  construct  segments  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  highway  system  in  advance  of 
appropriations.  Provide  Commission  em¬ 
ployees  certain  Federal  service  credits.  Re¬ 
imburse  the  cost  of  attracting,  training  and 
retaining  personnel  at  a  demonstration 
health  project.  Add  abandoned  oil  and  gas 
wells,  waste  piles,  and  land  acquisition  costs, 
to  the  mining  area  restoration  authority. 
Add  “equipment”  to  the  vocational  educa¬ 
tional  facilities  grant  authority.  Make  local 
development  districts  eligible  for  planning 
grants  under  Section  701  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1954.  Authorize  grants  under  the  Ele¬ 
mentary  and  Secondary  Act  of  1965  to  local 
education  agencies  and  the  Commission  for 
educational  planning  and  research.  Trans¬ 
fer  from  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the 
Commission  the  authority  to  make  grants  for 
administrative  expenses  (and  technical  serv¬ 
ices)  of  local  development  districts. 

(Summary  prepared  for  Senator  Cooper.) 


Appalachian  program  funds  ( except  development  highways) 
lln  millions  of  dollars] 


Authorized, 
first  2  years  1 

Appropri¬ 

ated 

Proposed, 
next  2  years J 

2.4 

2.  39 

2 

Sec.  202.  Demonstration  health  facilities _ _ _ _ _ 

69.0 

23.5 

70 

17.  0 

10 

17 

Sec.  204.  Timber  development  organizations.. _ _ _ _ 

5.  0 

1 

4 

36.  5 

24.86 

39.  16 

Sec.  206.  "Water  resource  survey _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6.0 

3.3 

2 

6 

Sec.  211.  Vocational  education  facilities _ _ _ 

16.  0 

16 

18 

Sec.  212.  Sewage  treatment  works . . . . . . 

6.  0 

6 

6 

Sec.  214.  Grant-in-aid  supplements  . . . 

90.  0 

75 

90 

Sec.  302.  Local  development  districts . . 

5.5 

6.25 

10 

252.4 

167.29 

263.15 

i  Authorized  by  act  of  Mar.  9,  1965,  for  period  through  June  30, 1967. 

!  Proposed  by  amendments  of  1967,  for  period  through  June  30, 1969. 

Note. — Does  not  include  6-year  total' of  $840,000,000  for  development  highway  system  authorized  by  act  of  1965 
proposed  to  be  increased  $175,000,000  by  amendments  of  1967. 

(Prepared  for  Senator  Cooper.) 


SENATE  RULES— AMENDMENT 
RULE  XXII,  RELATING  TO  CJ 
TURE 

Mr.  HOLLINGS.  Mr.  President^ at  the 
advent  of  Telstar,  someone  remarked, 
Was  it  not  a  shame  that  the  greatest 
breakthrough  In  communications  in  the 
history  of  man  should  cojne  at  a  time 
when  man  had  nothing  t<vsay? 

Called  upon  to  make/my  maiden  ad¬ 
dress,  it  also  comes  /t  a  time  when  I 
have  nothing  to  sat/ that  has  not  been 
said  before — far  Miore  eloquently  and 
with  greater  authority. 

One  significant  thing  should  be  ob¬ 
served  first,  however,  and  that  is  that 
the  Presiding  Officer,  the  Vice  President 
of  the  United  States,  has  put  to  rest  the 
doubt  wbfen  respect  to  the  U.S.  Senate 
being  a /Continuing  body. 

It  has  been  stated  that  the  entire  mat¬ 
ter  of  rale  XXII  began  with  the  Intro¬ 
duction  by  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
ta  [Mr.  McGovern],  of  Resolution  6. 
lowever,  I  should  like  to  think  that  the 


controversy  really  began  on  December 
20  of  last  year,  in  a  memorandum  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  American  Law  Division  of 
the  Library  of  Congress,  entitled  ‘‘Revi¬ 
sion  of  Senate  Rules  at  the  Opening  of  a 
New  Congress,”  and  signed  by  Vincent 
A.  Doyle,  legislative  attorney,  referring 
to  the  fact  that  the  Presiding  Officer 
could  really  rule  that  the  Senate  could 
set  aside,  by  majority  vote,  its  present 
rules  of  itself  being  a  continuing  body 
without  the  Presiding  Officer  taking  a 
stand. 

Referring  to  the  memorandum,  it 
states  on  page  1 : 

You  have  asked  what  procedures  and  sug¬ 
gested  rulings  seem  to  be  most  defensible 
and  logical  for  placing  before  the  Senate  at 
the  opening  of  a  new  Congress  the  question 
of  the  constitutional  right  of  the  majority 
to  terminate  debate  on  modification  of  Rule 
XXII.  There  is  general  agreement  that  the 
Presiding  Officer  cannot  and  should  not  de¬ 
cide  the  constitutional  issue.  There  is,  how¬ 
ever,  some  disagreement  about  whether,  in 
the  absence  of  a  unanimous  consent  agree¬ 
ment,  there  is  any  way,  short  of  adopting  a 
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cloture  petition,  for  the  Senate  to  decide  the 
issue  unless  the  Presiding  Officer  simply  puts 
the  question  to  the  Senate  for  a  vote  with 
out  debate.  J 

There  are  some  who  argue  that  any  ruling 
of  the  Chair  which  permits  a  vote  oj(  the 
constitutional  issue  without  following  Rule 
XXII  is  in  effect  a  decision  by  the  Chair 
on  the  constitutional  issue. 

Not  so,  says  the  memorandum. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  entire/memorandum 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  was  ordered,#)  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows 

The  Library  of  Congress, 
Washington  D.C.,  December  20,  1966. 
From:  Americaiy  Law  Division. 

Subject:  Revision  of  Senate  Rules  at  the 
Opening /6f  a  New  Congress. 

You  have/asked  what  procedures  and  sug¬ 
gested  rulings  seem  to  be  most  defensible 
and  logical  for  placing  before  the  Senate  at 
the  opening  of  a  new  Congress  the  question 
of  the  constitutional  right  of  the  majority  to 
terminate  debate  on  modification  of  Rule 
Xpill.  There  is  general  agreement  that  the 
residing  Officer  cannot  and  should  not  de¬ 
cide  the  constitutional  issue.  There  is,  how¬ 
ever,  some  disagreement  about  whether,  in 
the  absence  of  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  there  is  any  way,  short  of  adopting  a 
cloture  petition,  for  the  Senate  to  decide  the 
issue  unless  the  Presiding  Officer  simply  puts 
the  question  to  the  Senate  for  a  vote  with¬ 
out  debate. 

There  are  some  who  argue  that  any  ruling 
of  the  Chair  which  permits  a  vote  on  the 
constitutional  issue  without  following  Rule 
XXII  is  in  effect  a  decision  by  the  Chair  on 
the  constitutional  issue.  Not  so.  Given  an 
opportunity  to  vote,  the  majority  might  de¬ 
cide  that  Rule  XXn  was  not  unconstitu¬ 
tional.  A  ruling  that  debate  must  continue 
until  cloture  be  invoked  under  Rule  XXII 
is  more  nearly  characterized  as  a  decision  by 
the  Chair  on  the  constitutional  issue  because 
it  might  effectively  prevent  the  Senate  from 
deciding  the  issue.  Ideally,  however,  the 
parliamentary  situation  should  develop  so 
that  the  Vice  President  need  give  no  ruling, 
nor  even  an  opinion,  on  the  constitutional 
issue.  Such  a  development  seems  possible, 
though,  to  be  sure,  a  new  trail  would  be 
blazed.  It  is  a  trail,  however,  marked  by 
some  favorable  precedents. 

One  parliamentary  fact  of  life  sometimes 
overlooked  is  that  the  Rule  XXII  procedure 
is  not  the  only  one  available  for  limiting  or 
terminating  debate  on  a  matter.  Watkins 
and  Riddick  in  Senate  Procedure  list  27  non- 
{iebatable  matters  (S.  Doc.  No.  44,  88th  Cong., 
t  Sess.,  pp.  325-327).  If  the  constitutional 
iskue  were  so  framed  that  the  Senate  could 
voth  upon  it  as  a  non-debatable  matter,  there 
would  be  no  need  for  a  decision  of  the  Chair 
on  the^ issue.  In  his  remarks  at  the  opening 
of  the  85th,  86th  and  87th  Congresses,  Vice 
Presidents  Nixon  pointed  the  way.  Perhaps 
the  most  significant  of  his  comments  were 
made  in  199 

“If,  for  example,  during  the  course  of  the 
debate  on  the\motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas,  which  dedls  with  changing  the  rules, 
a  Senator  believes  that  action  should  be 
taken  and  debate -.closed,  such  Senator  at 
that  time  could,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Chair,  raise  the  constitutional  question  by 
moving  to  cut  off  debate.  The  Chair  would 
indicate  his  opinion  thak  such  a  motion  was 
in  order  but  would  submit  the  question  to 
the  Senate  for  its  decision.”  105  Cong. 
Rec.  9. 

And  later  in  that  session  he  &aid : 

“A  constitutional  question  would  be  pre¬ 
sented  if  the  time  should  comeXduring  the 
course  of  the  debate  when  action  Vn  chang¬ 
ing  the  rules  should  seem  unlikeljXbecau.se 
of  extended  debate.  At  that  point  any  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate,  in  the  opinion  Of  the 
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Chalk  would  have  the  right  to  move  to  cut 
off  debate.  Such  a  motion  would  be  ques¬ 
tioned  dv  raising  a  point  of  order.  At  that 
point  the\Chair  would  submit  the  question 
to  the  Senate  on  the  ground  that  a  constitu¬ 
tional  question  had  been  raised  because  of 
the  Chair’s  opinion  that  the  Senate,  at  the 
commencement  \pf  a  new  Congress,  has  the 
power  to  make  its.  rules.  That  power,  in  the 
Chair’s  opinion,  cannot  be  restricted  even 
by  action  of  the  Senate  itself,  which  would 
be  the  case  where  the  membership  of  the 
Senate  in  one  Congress  has  attempted  to 
curtail  the  constitutional  right  of  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  Senate  in\another  Congress 
to  adopt  its  rules.”  105  Cot^g.  Rec.  103  (un¬ 
derlining  added). 

Although  these  statement^  pointed  the 
way,  we  cannot  know  for  certain  where  Vice 
President  Nixon’s  path  might  lAye  led  be¬ 
cause  that  year  the  Senate  voted  on  a  reso¬ 
lution  to  amend  Rule  XXII  under  t\e  terms 
of  a  unanimous  consent  agreements  The 
Nixon  path  was  not  followed  in  1961  because 
the  rules  change  resolution  was  referred,  to 
committee  and  by  the  time  it  reached  the 
floor  again  Vice  President  Johnson  was  ii 
the  Chair  and  a  vote  to  invoke  cloture  failed' 
by  a  vote  of  37-43. 

The  Senate  proceedings  in  1963,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  S.  Res.  9,  deserve  careful  con¬ 
sideration.  As  the  situation  was  described 
by  Joseph  L.  Rauh  in  his  memorandum  of 
October  14,  1966,  prepared  for  the  Leader¬ 
ship  Conference  on  Civil  Rights : 

‘‘In  January  1963,  the  times  were  ripe  for 
victory.  A  clear  majority  of  the  Senators 
favored  changing  Rule  XXII  at  the  opening 
of  the  Senate  of  the  88th  Congress.  With 
this  majority  behind  him.  Senator  Ander¬ 
son,  the  floor  leader  of  the  effort  to  change 
Rule  XXII,  moved  to  close  debate  under  the 
Constitution  and  the  Nixon  advisory  rulings; 
this  move  was  frustrated  when  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  put  the  Anderson  motion  to 
close  debate  to  the  Senate  for  debate  instead 
of  for  a  vote  (as  Vice  President  Nixon  had 
indicated  he  would  have  done) .  Putting 
the  Anderson  motion  to  close  debate  to  the 
Senate  for  debate,  of  course,  had  the  effect 
of  killing  the  motion;  this  forced  the  sup¬ 
porters  of  a  change  in  Rule  XXII  to  a  cloture 
motion  which  was  lost  54-42  (less  than  two- 
thirds).”  Rauh  memo,  supra,  p.  3. 

There  are  at  least  two  observations  to  be 
made  about  this  account.  First,  from  Vice 
President  Nixon’s  remarks,  it  is  not  at  all 
certain  that  he  would  have  proceeded  to  put 
the  motion  to  close  debate  to  an  immediate 
vote.  What  he  said  at  105  Cong.  Rec.  103 
was  that  when  the  motion  to  cut  off  debate 
was  made,  " Such  a  motion  would  be  ques-y 
tioned  by  raising  a  point  of  order”  (underlir 
ing  added).  Second,  what  Vice  President 
Johnson  did  in  1963  was  to  decide  hinfself 
that  the  Anderson  motion  raised  a  constitu¬ 
tional  question  rather  than  wait  for  /  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate  to  make  a  point/of  order 
against  the  motion.  Senator  Anderson  sent 
the  following  motion  to  the  desk 

*‘I  move  under  the  Constitution  that  with 
out  further  debate  the  Chair  submit  the 
pending  question  to  the  Senate  for  a  vote.” 
(The  pending  question  was  the  motion  to 
proceed  to  the  considergXiion  of  S.  Res.  9  to 
amend  Rule  XXII) . 

Immediately,  the  ylce  President  spoke  as 
follows: 

“The  Vice  President.  This  motion  raises 
explicitly  a  constitutional  question.  There 
have  been  38  pluvious  occupants  of  this  chair, 
and  the  Parliamentarian  informs  me  that 
all  of  the  decisions  have  been  uniform,  that 
the  Presicjlng  Officer  does  not  have  the  au¬ 
thority  j/O  rule  on  a  constitutional  matter. 
The  Chair  is  in  full  agreement  with  those 
precedents,  because  the  Vice  President  can¬ 
not  .make' a  decision  for  100  Senators,  un¬ 
ices'  he  has  previously  been  granted  the  au¬ 
thority  to  make  that  decision.  .  .  . 
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“This  the  Senate  can  do  by  a  majority 
vote.  Therefore,  the  Chair  submits  the 
question  : 

“Does  a  majority  of  the  Senate  have  the 
right  under  the  Constitution  to  terminate 
debate  at  the  beginning  of  a  session  and 
proceed  to  an  immediate  vote  on  a  rule 
change  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
existing  Senate  rules?”  109  Cong.  Rec.  1214. 

The  Vice  President  was  not  required  to 
make  his  own  determination  that  the  Ander¬ 
son  motion  presented  a  constitutional  ques¬ 
tion.  He  could  have,  and  on  many  occasions 
other  Presiding  Officers  have,  waited  until  a 
Senator  had  made  a  point  of  order  against 
the  motion.  Had  he  waited  for  a  point  of 
order,  the  question  submitted  to  the  Senate 
(for  debate  because  points  of  order  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate  are  ordinarily  debat¬ 
able)  would  have  been  something  like: 

“Shall  the  point  of  order  against  the  An¬ 
derson  motion  on  the  grounds  that  it  is  au¬ 
thorized  by  neither  the  Constitution  nor 
he  rules  of  the  Senate  be  sustained?” 

This  difference  in  the  manner  in  which  the 
question  arises  and  the  way  it  is  framed  for 
the  Senate’s  decision  makes  all  the  difference 
in  the  world  in  what  a  majority  can  de- 
'  ;ide.  As  you  know,  a  motion  to  table  is 
at  debatable.  A  motion  to  table  a  question 
likk  that  presented  to  the  Senate  in  1963 y 
is  iff.  effect  a  motion  to  table  the  Andersen! 
motion.  A  motion  to  table  the  point  /of 
order  against  the  Anderson  motion,  if  Suc¬ 
cessful,  laowever,  would  in  effect  be  A  re¬ 
jection  by\the  Senate  of  the  point  or  order. 
As  Senator  NRussell  said  in  1957,  after  Vice 
President  Nixon  had  submitted  \a  the  Sen¬ 
ate  for  debate'and  decision  a  point  of  order 
made  by  Senatok  Russell  and  had  ruled  that 
a  motion  to  tablegvould  be  in/brder: 

“I  wish  to  makh  it  perfectly  clear  that 
there  is  a  rule,  of  course,  trnat  when  a  point 
of  order  to  a  ruling  is  pending,  if  a  motion  to 
table  is  made  and  thV^ motion  prevails,  it 
is  the  sense  that  the  iraiht  of  order  was  not 
well  taken  and  the  pfecedeht  would  be  estab¬ 
lished  against  the  point  of  oftjer.”  103  Cong. 
Rec.  9817. 

His  colloquy  ^ith  the  Vice  President  con¬ 
tinued  : 

“The  Chai/  rules,  as  I  understand,  that 
were  the  Chair  by  his  own  action \ias  sub¬ 
mitted  a /point  of  order  to  the  Senate  for 
determination,  that  a  motion  to  tableNyould 
lie? 

(e  Vice  President.  Under  Rule  XXI f\ln 
the/6pinion  of  the  Chair,  that  is  a  question^ 
Winch  a  point  of  order  would  lie. 

“Mr.  Russell.  When  the  motion  is  made, 
'a  Senator  could  protect  himself  by  a  point 
of  order  against  a  motion  to  table.  Is  that 
correct? 

“The  Vice  President.  A  Senator  can  always 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Chair,  if  that 
is  what  the  Senator  from  Georgia  refers  to.” 

If  we  assume  that  debate  on  a  rules  change 
at  the  beginning  of  the  90th  Congress  pro¬ 
ceeds  as  it  did  in  the  89th  Congress,  a  dif¬ 
ferent  result  can  be  reached  if  a  proponent 
of  the  change  makes  a  motion  something 
like: 

I  move  that  the  Senate,  immediately  and 
without  further  debate  (or  with  a  specific 
time  for  debate,  perhaps  allowing  one  hour 
for  each  Senator)  direct  the  Chair  to  submit 
to  the  Senate  for  a  vote  the  following  ques¬ 
tions: 

1.  Shall  the  Senate  adopt  the  X  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Y  substitute  for  the  Z  motion 
to  change  the  Senate  rules?  (majority  of 
those  present  and  voting) ; 

2.  Shall  the  Senate  adopt  the  Y  substi¬ 
tute  (as  amended  or  not  by  the  preceding 
vote)  to  the  Z  motion  to  change  the  Senate 
rules?  (constitutional  majority); 

3.  Shall  the  Senate  adopt  the  Z  motion 
(as  amended  or  not  by  the  preceding  votes) 
to  change  the  Senate  rules?  (three-fifths  of 
those  present  and  voting) ; 


and,  that  the  Senate  further  direct  the 
Chair  to  put  to  the  Senate  for  a  vote 
question  on  the  adoption  of  this  motion, 
without  further  debate,  immediately  iuter 
the  Senate  has  decided  that  this  n(otion 
is  proper  by  refusing  to  sustain  a  pfeint  or 
Drder  against  it,  whether  by  approving  a 
motion  to  table  the  point  of  ordep  or  other¬ 
wise. 

Immediately  after  the  motion  was  made, 
the  Vice  President  could  recognize  a  Senator 
whom  he  knew  would  make/a  point  of  order 
against  the  motion  in  language  something 
like: 


I  make  the  point  of  i 
is  improper  and  not 


•der  that  this  motion 
ithorized  by  the  Con¬ 


stitution  or  rules  of' the  Senate. 

The  Vice  President  would  submit  the  point 
of  order  to  the  Senate  for  debate  because  it 
raises  a  constitutional  question.  The 
question  he  -Would  submit  is:  “Shall  the 
point  of  order  that  the  motion  is  improper 
because  not  authorized  by  the  Constitution 
or  rules  of  the  Senate  be  sustained”? 

To  parliamentary  inquiries,  the  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  Jtfould  reply  that  the  majority  of  the 
Senate  by  failing  to  sustain  the  point  of 
order  would  be  directing  him  to  proceed  as 
t)<e  motion  provides. 

After  debate  had  proceeded  for  some  time 
a  proponent  of  the  rules  change  would  make 
a  motion  to  table.  “A  motion  to  lay  on  the 
table  a  point  of  order  submitted  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  is  in  order  and  not  debatable.”  Watkins 
and  Riddick,  supra,  p.  473  As  Senator  Rus¬ 
sell  acknowledged  (103  Cong.  Rec.  9817),  “if 
a  motion  to  table  is  made  and  the  motion 
prevails,  it  is  the  sense  that  the  point  of 
order  was  not  well  taken,  and  the  precedent 
would  be  established  against  the  point  of 
order.”  If  a  point  of  order  were  made 
against  the  motion  to  table,  the  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  would  rule  the  point  of  order  not  well 
taken,  for  which  ruling  there  is  precedent  as 
indicated  above.  If  an  appeal  were  taken 
from  the  Vice  President’s  ruling,  any  subse¬ 
quent  questions  of  order  would  be  decided 
without  debate  and  “any  appeal  may  be  laid 
on  the  table  without  prejudice  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  proposition,  and  thereupon  shall  be  held 
as  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Presiding 
Officer”.  Rule  XX,  par.  1. 

If  the  motion  to  table  the  point  of  order 
against  the  motion  to  vote  on  the  rules 
without  further  debate  (or  with  limited 
debate)  prevailed,  the  Vice  President 
would  then  proceed  as  the  motion,  which 
the  Senate  had  decided  was  not  improper, 
directed  him  to  proceed.  The  Senate  would 
rave  decided  the  constitutional  question  and 
le  Vice  President  would  not  have  had  to 
gAe  an  opinion  upon  it,  nor  would  he  have 
hack  to  make  any  ruling  not  grounded  in 
Senary  precedents. 

[From  hearings,  Senate  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration,  82d  Cong.,  1951] 
Written  Statement  From  the  Liberal  Party 
op  New  Yolni  State  Respecting  Its  Posi¬ 
tion  ON  PROBPSALS  TO  AMEND  THE  SENATE 
Cloture  Rt 

The  1951  national  legislative  program  of 


the  Liberal  Party  is  J 
tion  that  our  countr 


►unded  upon  the  convic¬ 
ts  in  a  total  emergency 
and  that  we  are  confronted  with  a  struggle 
for  survival  and  for  thAnreservation  of  our 
democratic  way  of  life.  ItNis  the  further  pro¬ 
found  belief  of  the  Liberal  Party  that  it 
would  be  the  height  of  follkand  danger  to 
regard  the  communist  aggressilm  in  Korea  as 
a  self-contained  phenomenon.  'On  the  con¬ 
trary,  we  view  the  Communist  adventure  in 
Korea  as  a  symptom  of  and  testimony  to  the 
entire  Soviet  program  of  expansionism  to¬ 
ward  world  domination.  It  is  upon  tne  basis 
of  these  convictions  that  we  have  urgedNipon 
our  government  a  program  of  total  prepar 
ness.  To  us  this  means  a  mobilization  of  o\ 
spiritual  as  well  as  our  material  resources. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  voted  to  report  bill  to  remove  p: 
transfer  of  unused  Md.  tobacco  allotments.  Reps.  Findley  and 
posed  sale  of  vegetable  oil  to  Yugoslavia. 

SENATE 


>hibition  against 
irtis  criticized  pro- 


1.  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Harris  introduced  an  amendment  to  S.  602,  to  revise 
and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  and  spoke 
in  favor  of  providing  the  same  kind,  of  economic  stimulant  to  depressed  areas  of 
the  country  as  the  Appalachian  Regional  Economic  Development  Commission  in  the 
Appalachia  region.  pp.  S2245-7  * 


WAY  FUNDS.  Sen.  Jordan,  Idaho,  criticized  the  "freeze"  on  funds  for  Federal 
ighway  programs,  and  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Governor  of  Idaho  and  a 


\ 


resolution  passed  by  the  Idaho  Legislature  supporting  his  position,  pp, 
6  \ 


S2274 


,  3.  EDUCATION.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  an  article,  "Year  1966--  Special  Educations 
Greatest;  Legislative  Year."  pp.  S2282-3 


4.  HOUSING.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  42,  to  update  reference/  of  laws 
relating  to\housing  and  urban  development,  pp.  S2314-18 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  \Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  report  of  the  Seventh  Mexicd-U.  S.  Inter¬ 
parliamentary  eXfiference  on  the  trade  policies  of  the  Government  of  Mexico 
affecting  the  U.  fruit  industry,  pp.  S2336-9 


6.  DEBT  LIMIT  INCREASE, \H.  R.  4573,  to  increase  the  debt  limi 
ing  business,  p.  S23'Il8 


7. 


11. 


was  made  the  pend- 


INVESTIGATIONS.  Completed  action  on  resolutions  providing  for  operation  of 
various  committees  which  Included;  S.  Res.  58,  with  amendment,  to  study  the 
origin  of  research  and  development  programs  financed  by  the  Federal  government 
(p.  S2210) ;  S.  Res.  46,  without  amendment,  to  investigate  matters  pertaining 
to  public  and  private  housing  and  urban  affairs /(p.  S2214-25);  S.  Res.  40,  with 
amendment,  to  study  the  separation  of  powers  udder  the  Constitution  (pp.  S2301- 
2);  S.  Res.  17,  with  amendment,  W>  make  a  complete  study  of  all  matters  per¬ 
taining  to  poverty  (pp.  S2302-4);\>.  Res.  4/,without  amendment,  to  provide  for 
a  study  of  Migratory  labor  (pp.  S23Q4-5) . 


( 


HOUSI 


8.  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ydtedXo  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report)  H.  J.  Res.  273,  to  remove  tme  prohibition  against  the  transfer  of  un¬ 
used  Maryland  tobacco  allotments,/  p.  D95 


9.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  Cojtoittee  approvedNworkplans  for  several  watex shed f 
projects  and  an  agriculture  subcommittee  approve^  workplans  for  three  water¬ 
shed  projects  for  full  committee  action.  p.  D95 


10.  CONSUMER  MESSAGE.  Severa/ Representatives  commended  \arious  proposals  in  the 
President’s  consumer  message.  pp.  H1536,  H1568,  ,H157^  H1576,  H1568 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  /erry  claimed  that  "agricultural  concessions,  which  were 
to  be  a  key  factor /in  any  trade  liberalizations,  have  admittedly  been  for¬ 
gotten  in  Geneva and  inserted  excerpts  from  the  committed  hearings,  pp, 

H 15 38-9 

Rep.  WidnaLi  inserted  an  article,  "Representative  Curtis  Se\s  Progress  in 
Kennedy  Round;"  pp.  H 154 1-3 

Representatives  Findley  and  Curtis  criticized  "the  determination  of  the 
State  and /Agriculture  Departments  to  grant  credit  terms  to  Yugoslavia  under 
Public  L/w  480  for  the  purchase  of  vegetable  oil,"  and  inserted  articles  on 
the  subject.  pp.  H1547-8,  H1555-6 


12.  ECONOMIC  POLICY.  Rep.  Curtis  inserted  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Danielian,  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Economic  Policy  Association  on  the  issues  involved  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  extension  of  the  interest  equalization  tax.  pp.  H1522-5 
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At  length,  with  passing  years,  the  upkeep 
of  their  home  in  Berkeley  became  something 
of  a  lsurden  for  Admiral  and  Mrs.  Nimitz,  for 
they  had  only  part-time  help.  Accordingly, 
when  cancellation  of  the  Western  Sea  Fron¬ 
tier  command  left  Quarters  One  vacant  at 
the  nava\  station  on  Treasure  Island  in  San 
Francisco 'Bay,  it  was  offered  to  them  for  a 
residence,  and  they  gladly  accepted.  Here, 
with  the  comfort  of  an  elevator  and  servants, 
the  Admiral  ^continued  to  have  visitors,  to 
give  official  council  when  called  upon,  and  to 
take  a  stand  cm  all  issues.  He  steadfastly 
refused,  howevery  to  write  his  memoirs  or  to 
have  his  biography  written. 

In  October  1963i  Admiral  Nimitz  had  a 
bad  fall  and  spent  fWe  weeks  in  the  hospital. 
Though  he  regained  Kis  good  spirits,  he  never 
fully  recovered,  and  hfe  aged  rapidly. 

In  January  1966,  the  Admiral  suffered  a 
stroke  and  was  taken  \to  the  hospital  on 
Treasure  Island.  Complications,  including 
pneumonia,  followed,  an«i  he  died  on  20 
February  1966,  a  few  dayk  before  his  81st 
birthday.  At  his  request  he  was  buried  with¬ 
out  the  pomp  of  a  state  furteral  at  Golden 
Gate  National  Cemetery  besioe  the  Pacific, 
among  thousands  of  men  wh\  had  served 
with  him.  \ 

(Note. — A  graduate  of  the  University  of 
Richmond,  Professor  Potter  attainecl  the  rank 
of  Commander,  U.S.  Naval  Reserves  during 
World  War  II.  Coauthor  of  American  Sea 
Power  Since  1775,  he  is  co-author  and\editor 
of  The  United  States  and  World  Sea  Rower 
and  (with  Fleet  Admiral  Nimitz)  Sea  Power: 
A  Naval  History.  He  also  edited  The  Great 
Sea  War  and  Triumph  in  the  Pacific.  Heys 
now  Chairman  of  Naval  History,  U.S.  Naval 
Academy.) _ _ > 


AMENDMENT  OF  APPALACHIAN  RE¬ 
GIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  OF  1965 

AMENDMENT  NO.  96 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce,  for  appropriate  reference,  for  my¬ 
self,  Senators  McClellan,  Monroney, 
Montoya,  Moss,  Hart,  Long  of  Missouri, 
Nelson,  and  Fulbright,  an  amendment 
to  S.  602  to  revise  and  extend  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  amendment 
and  an  explanation  thereof  may  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  explanation  were  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  96 

On  page  1,  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert 
the  following: 

“title  i” 

On  page  1,  line  3,  stike  out  “Act”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “title”. 

On  page  1,  line  6,  after  “hereinafter”  insert 
“in  this  title”. 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  insert  a  new  title 
as  follows : 

“title  ii 

“Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  Amendments  of  1967’. 

“Sec.  202.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  first 
sentence,  the  following:  ‘The  Secretary  is 
further  authorized  to  make  such  grants  to 
any  nonprofit  incorporated  body,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local 
government  (or  any  association  or  combina¬ 
tion  of  such  bodies,  agencies  or  instrumen¬ 
talities)  located  (wholly)  within  an  eco¬ 
nomic  development  region  designated  under 
Title  V  of  this  Act  and  certified  to  a  regional 
commision  established  for  the  region  under 
this  Act  either  by  the  Governor  of  the  State 
or  States  in  which  such  agency  or  instru¬ 


mentality  is  located,  or  by  the  State  officer 
designated  by  the  appropriate  State  law  to 
make  such  certification,  as  having  a  charter 
or  authority  that  includes  the  economic  de¬ 
velopment  of  counties  or  parts  of  counties 
or  other  political  subdivisions  within  the 
region:  Provided,  That  no  grants  shall  be 
made  under  this  section  to  any  such  organi¬ 
zation,  body,  agency,  or  instrumentality  lo- 
ctaed  (wholly)  within  an  economic  develop¬ 
ment  region  for  which  a  regional  commission 
has  been  established,  including  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Region  as  defined  in  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  except 
pursuant  to  specific  recommendations  of 
such  regional  commission.’ 

“Sec.  203.  Section  502  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  first  word  of 
subsection  (c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  phrase  ‘Except  as  provided  in  section  505, 
decisions’. 

“Sec.  204.  Section  503  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended — • 

“(1)  by  striking  out  the  word  ‘and’  at  the 
end  of  clause  (10)  of  subsection  (a) ,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause  (11) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon,  and 
by  adding  the  following  new  clauses : 

“‘(12)  recommended  to  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  grants  for  the  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  economic  development  districts  and 
agencies  under  section  301,  and  supplemen¬ 
tary  grants  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  under  section  509;  and 

“  ‘  ( 13 )  serve  as  a  focal  point  and  coordi¬ 
nating  unit  for  regional  programs.’; 

“(2)  by  striking  out  subsections  (b)  and 
(c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“  ‘(b)  The  President  shall  provide  effective 
and  continuing  liaison  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  each  regional  commission 
and  a  coordinated  review  within  the  Federal 
Government  of  the  plans  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  submitted  by  each  Commission  pursu¬ 
ant  to  subsections  (a)  and  (d)’; 

“(3)  by  striking  out  the  phrase  ‘additional 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  and  rec¬ 
ommendations’  in  subsection  (e)  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  phrase  ‘recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  President  and’;  and 

“(4)  by  redesignating  subsections  (d)  and 
(e)  as  (c)  and  (d) ,  respectively. 

“Sec.  205.  Section  504  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  phrase  ‘the 
Secretary  shall  encourage  each  regional  com¬ 
mission  to’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
phrase  ‘each  regional  commission  shall’. 

“Sec.  206.  (a)  Title  V  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  intro-* 
ductory  phrase  which  precedes  section  505 
the  following :  ‘And  Administrative  Expenses 
op  Regional  Commissions’. 

“(b)  Section  505(a)  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

““(a)  The  Secretary,  either  directly  or 
through  arrangements  with  appropriate  pub¬ 
lic  or  private  organizations  (including  the 
commissions),  (1)  is  authorized  to  under¬ 
take  studies  and  investigations  which  would 
aid  him  in  carrying  out  his  functions  under 
this  Act,  and  (2)  shall  provide  funds,  pur¬ 
suant  to  specific  recommendations  of  a  re¬ 
gional  commission,  for  investigations,  re¬ 
search,  studies,  technical  assistance,  train¬ 
ing  programs,  and  demonstration  projects, 
but  not  for  construction  purposes,  which  will 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  including 
studies  and  plans  evaluating  the  needs  of, 
and  developing  potentialities  for,  economic 
growth  of  such  region,  and  research  on  im¬ 
proving  the  conservation  and  utilization  of 
the  human  and  natural  resources  of  the 
region.” 

“(c)  Section  505(b)  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 


““(b)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30 
of  the  second  full  Federal  fiscal  year  follow¬ 
ing  the  date  of  establishment  of  a  commis¬ 
sion,  the  administrative  expenses  of  each 
commission,  including  the  expenses  of  the 
Federal  Co-chairman,  his  alternate,  and  his 
staff,  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Thereafter,  50  per  centum  of  such  ex¬ 
penses  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  50  per  centum  shall  be  paid  by  the 
Member  States,  except  that  the  expenses  of 
the  Federal  Co-chairman,  his  alternate,  and 
his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal 
Government.  The  share  to  be  paid  by  each 
State  shall  be  determined  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  Federal  Co-chairman  shall  not 
participate  or  vote  in  such  determination. 
No  assistance  authorized  by  this  title  shall 
be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political 
subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor 
shall  the  State  Member  of  the  Commission 
participate  or  vote  in  any  determination  by 
the  Commission  while  such  State  is  delin¬ 
quent  in  payment  of  its  share  of  such 
expenses.” 

“(d)  Section  505(c)  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  “(c)  (1)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  to  carry  out  subsection  (A-l), 
$2,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1968,  and  $2,500,000  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter  through  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1970. 

““(2)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  to  carry  out  subsection  (A-2). 
$12,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1968,  and  $12,500,000  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter  through  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1970. 

““(3)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  regional  commissions  here¬ 
tofore  and  hereafter  established  under  this 
title  or  to  the  President,  to  carry  out  sub¬ 
section  (b),  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the 
period  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1969. 

““(4)  Any  unexpended  balance  of  such 
funds  appropriated  under  this  title  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce  Appropriation 
Act,  1967,  shall  be  available  until  June  30, 
1967,  for  the  purposes  of  subsections  (a)  and 
(b).” 

“Sec.  207.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended — 

“(1)  by  inserting  immediately  preceding 
the  word  ‘Congress’  in  the  first  sentence,  the 
following:  ‘Governor  of  each  State  in  the 
region  and  to  the  President,  for  transmittal 
to  the’;  and 

“(2)  by  redesignating  such  section  as  sec¬ 
tion  510. 

“Sec.  208.  Title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  508,  the 
following  new  section  509. 

Supplements  to  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs 

“Sec.' 509  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States 
and  other  entities  within  economic  develop¬ 
ment  regions  established  under  this  Act  to 
take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  be¬ 
cause  of  their  economic  situation,  they  can¬ 
not  supply  the  required  matching  share,  each 
regional  commission  is  authorized  to  approve 
programs  and  projects  and  to  advance  funds 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section  to  the 
heads  of  the  departments,  agencies,  and  in¬ 
strumentalities  of  the  Federal  Government 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  such 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  Funds  so 
advanced  shall  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to 
projects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  proj¬ 
ects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable 
law.  Funds  shall  be  so  advanced  for  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are 
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available  tinder  the  Act  authorizing  such 
programs.  Such  advanced  funds  shall  be 
available  without  regard  to  any  appropria¬ 
tion  authorization  ceilings  In  such  Act. 
Supplementary  grants  made  In  accordance 
with  the  applicable  provisions  of  Sec.  101  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  shall  be  made  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 
or  to  subsection  (d)  thereof,  or  to  any  provi¬ 
sions  therein  limiting  supplementary  grants 
to  States  and  other  entities  within  redevel¬ 
opment  areas. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  each  commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  all  ex¬ 
isting  or  future  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  that  a  commission  may  designate  as 
furthering  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  au¬ 
thorized  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  and  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not 
limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized 
by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act;  Title  VI  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Education 
Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal 
Airport  Act;  Part  IV  of  Title  III  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Edu¬ 
cation  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National 
Defense  Education  Act  of  1958;  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1946  as  amend¬ 
ed,  and  Education  and  Training  programs 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 
The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  any  grant- 
in-aid  program  relating  to  highway  or  road 
construction,  or  (B)  any  other  program  for 
which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is 
authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants 
under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out 
of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  and 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  com¬ 
putation  of  allocations  among  the  States 
made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of 
law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  each  regional  commission  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  established  under  Title 
V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965,  (as  amended),  or  to 
the  President,  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the 
period  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969,  to  be  available  until  expended,  to 
carry  out  this  section.” 

“Sec.  209.  Section  601  (a)  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965  is  amended  by  striking  out  everything 
in  the  first  sentence  between  the  word 
‘herein’  and  the  period  at  the  end.” 

Amend  the  title  to  read  as  follows:  “A  bill 
to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to 
amend  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965.” 


Brief  Explanation  of  Proposed  Amendments 
to  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965 
The  proposed  amendments  to  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965  (P.L.  89-136)  are  being  accomplished  by 
adding  a  new  Title  II  to  the  proposed  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Amendments 
of  1967,  and  the  following  are  short  explana¬ 
tions  of  those  sections  which  affect  P.L.  89- 
136.  Section  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  Amendments  of  1967. 

1.  (Sec.  202.— page  1)  Section  301  (b), 
which  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  make  grants  for  administrative  expenses 
for  economic  development  districts  under 


the  present  Act,  Is  expanded  by  providing 
that  the  Secretary  can  make  these  grants  to 
other  agencies  of  State  or  local  governments 
which  are  located  in  a  commission’s  region, 
and  further  provides  that  neither  these 
grants  nor  other  grants  authorized  in  Section 
301  (a)  to  redevelopment  areas  or  other  areas 
which  he  finds  have  specific  need  for  such 
assistance  can  be  made  except  upon  the  spe¬ 
cific  recommendation  of  the  regional  commis¬ 
sion,  including  Appalachia. 

2.  (Sec.  203 — page  2)  Section  502  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  is  changed  in  order  to  recognize  that  a 
State  may  not  vote  on  commission  matters  if 
it  is  in  arrears  on  its  payment  of  its  share  of 
the  regional  commission  administrative  ex¬ 
penses. 

3.  (Sec.  204(1) — page  2)  Section  503  of 

the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  which  describes  the  functions  of 
the  commission  is  enlarged  to  add  two  new 
subsections,  numbers  12  and  13.  (12)  sets 

out  as  a  function  of  the  commission  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  grants  for  administrative  expenses  to 
EDD's  under  Section  301  and  supplemental 
grants-in-aid  under  the  new  Section  509. 
(13)  copies  one  of  the  functions  of  Appa¬ 
lachia  stating  that  the  commission  shall 
serve  as  a  focal  point  and  coordinating  unit 
for  regional  programs. 

4.  (Sec.  204(2) — pages  2  and  3).  Deletes 
subsections  (b)  and  (3)  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  which  pres¬ 
ently  state  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
presents  the  plans  and  proposals  of  the  com¬ 
mission  first  to  other  Federal  agencies  for 
their  recommendations  and  then  to  the 
President,  and  that  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  will  provide  the  liaison  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  commissions, 
and  inserts  a  new  subsection  (b) .  This  new 
subsection  is  the  same  as  the  Appalachian 
Section  104  and  states  that  the  President 
(rather  than  the  Secretary)  will  provide  the 
liaison  and  the  President  will  provide  the 
coordinating  function. 

5.  (Sec.  204  (3) — page  3)  Subsection  (e) 
of  Section  503  which  now  provides  that  the 
commissions  may  make  additional  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Secretary  and  to  the  State 
Governors  is  amended  to  provide  that,  as  in 
Appalachia  Section  103,  these  recommenda¬ 
tions  shall  go  to  the  President  and  to  the 
State  Governors. 

6.  (Sec.  205 — page  3)  Section  504  which 
now  states  that  the  Secretary  should  en¬ 
courage  each  regional  commission  to  follow 
procedures  which  will  insure  consideration 
of  certain  factors  is  amended  by  eliminating 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  merely  pro¬ 
viding  that  each  commission  will  follow  pro- 

*  cedures  with  respect  to  consideration  of 
program  development  criteria.  This  Section, 
as  amended,  is  identical  with  Section  107  of 
the  Appalachia  Act. 

7.  (Sec.  206  (a) — page  3)  This  provision 
amends  the  heading  which  precedes  Section 
505  and  which  now  reads  “Regional  Techni¬ 
cal  and  Planning  Assistance”  to  read  “Re¬ 
gional  Technical  and  Planning  Assistance 
and  Administrative  Expenses  of  Regional 
Commissions 

8.  (Sec.  206  (b)— page  3)  This  is  a  rewrite 
of  Section  505  (a)  and  clarifies  the  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  the  Secretary  with  regard  to  tech¬ 
nical  assistance.  Where  now  all  of  the  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  is  under  his  jurisdiction  to 
be  spent  as  he  desires,  it  breaks  this  technical 
assistance  into  two  kinds  of  expenditures. 
One  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  undertake 
studies  and  investigations  which  would  aid 
him  in  carrying  out  his  functions  under  the 
Act  (such  as  the  investigation  of  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  new  regional  commissions  or  the 
expansion  of  present  regions  upon  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  regional  commission,  or 
such  other  over-view  responsibilities  he  may 
have) .  The  other  provision  clearly  spells 
out  that  he  shall  provide  funds  for  all  other 


investigations,  research,  etc.,  which  will  fur¬ 
ther  the  purposes  of  the  Act  but  only  pur¬ 
suant  to  specific  recommendations  of  a  re¬ 
gional  commission.  In  the  present  act,  he  is 
given  the  authority  to  provide  technical  as¬ 
sistance  through  his  own  staff,  through  pay¬ 
ment  to  other  departments  or  agencies  of  the 
Federal  government,  through  contracts  and 
through  grant-in-aid  to  the  commissions. 
The  grants  to  commissions,  it  will  be  re¬ 
called,  y^as  eliminated  in  the  recent  Regula¬ 
tions  promulgated  by  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Commerce.  The  new  section  clearly  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  commission  will  have  control 
of  some  of  these  technical  assistance  funds, 
and  the  money  amounts  remain  the  same, 
$15,000,000  for  this  purpose. 

9.  (Sec.  206(c) — page  4)  This  rewrites  Sec¬ 
tion  505(b)  of  Title  V.  It  was  necessary  to 
change  the  present  505(b)  because  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  the  Commission  are 
now  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  and  it  presently  provides 
that  after  two  years  not  to  exceed  50  per  cent 
of  the  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall  be 
paid  by  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
determination  of  the  amount  of  the  non- 
Federal  share  is  left  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.  As  amended,  the  Section  will  sub¬ 
stantially  follow  the  present  Section  105  of 
the  Appalachian  Act.  There  have  also  been 
included  the  slight  changes  they  hope  to  get 
passed  which  spell  out  clearly  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  shall  pay  the  expenses  of 
the  Federal  Co-chairman  and  his  staff  after 
the  second  year.  It  also  clarifies  that  the 
expenses  of  the  Federal  Co-chairman  for 
budget  purposes  are  included  in  the  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  Commission. 

10.  (Sec.  206  (d) — page  4)  This  amends 
Sec.  505  (c)  of  Title  V  by  breaking  down  the 
authorization  for  appropriation  into  four 
separate  categories.  The  first  category  au¬ 
thorizes  the  appropriation  of  $2.5  million 
for  FY  68  and  $2,500,000  for  FY  1969  for  the 
purpose  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  under¬ 
taking  the  studies  and  investigations  to  aid 
him  in  carrying  out  his  functions  and  to 
provide  research  and  technical  assistance  to 
the  Commissions,  as  set  forth  in  the  new  Sec. 
505  (a).  The  second  category  authorizes  the 
appropriation  of  $12,500,000  for  FY  1968,  and 
$12,500,000  for  FY  69  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  new  section  505  (a)(2),  which 
states  that  the  Secretary  shall  pursuant  to 
specific  recommendations  of  a  regional  com¬ 
mission,  provide  funds  for  investigations,  re¬ 
search,  studies,  technical  assistance,  train¬ 
ing  programs,  and  demonstration  projects, 
but  not  for  construction  purposes,  to  the 
commission. 

The  third  subsection  authorizes  the  ap¬ 
propriation  to  the  Regional  Commissions  for 
the  purpose  of  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Commissions  and  the  expenses  of  the 
Federal  Co-chairmen  and  his  staff  the  sum  of 
$10  million  a  year  for  the  next  two  years. 
These  amounts  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Commissions  or  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  The  authorization  for  appropriation 
to  the  President  is  necessary  to  take  care  of 
those  Commissions  which  are  not  yet  funded 
or  which  may  be  designated  during  this  pe¬ 
riod  without  direct  appropriation  from  Con¬ 
gress.  This  permits  the  President  to  fund 
them  until  they  have  an  opportunity  to  ob¬ 
tain  their  own  appropriation  from  Congress. 

The  fourth  subparagraph  attempts  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  any  monies  Commerce  has  not 
spent  under  its  current  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  both  technical  assistance  by 
the  Secretary  and  the  Commissions  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  the  Commissions. 
The  effect  of  this  subsection  is  to  try  to  show 
that  the  funds  Commerce  now  has  must  be 
held  in  trust  for  those  Commissions  which 
are  not  presently  funded  and  for  those  which 
may  come  into  existence  between  now  and 
June  30,  1967. 

11.  (Sec.  207 — page  5)  This  makes  a  change 
in  Sec.  509  with  respect  to  annual  reports 
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by  conforming  it  to  Appalachian’s  Sec.  304 
in  respect  to  having  the  annual  report  go  to 
the  Governor  of  each  State  in  the  Region  and 
to  the  President  for  transmittal  to  Congress 
rather  than  directly  to  Congress  as  presently 
provided.  A  minor  distinction,  however, 
with  respect  to  these  annual  reports  is  that 
Appalachia’s  annual  report  must  be  submit¬ 
ted  not  later  than  six  months  after  the  close 
of  each  fiscal  year  (December  31),  while  the 
other  Regional  Commissions’  annual  reports 
shall  be  submitted  to  Congress  not  later 
than  January  31.  This  is  a  one  month  dif¬ 
ference,  but  not  thought  to  be  important 
enough  to  require  an  extensive  change  in 
509. 

12.  (Sec.  208 — page  6)  This  inserts  one  new 
section  in  Title  V  which  will  be  numbered 
509. 

The  new  section  509  provides  for  supple¬ 
ments  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for 
the  Regional  Commissions  similar  in  some 
respects  to  the  Sec.  214  funds  in  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Act.  The  money  would  be  appro¬ 
priated  directly  to  the  Commissions.  It  is 
tied  to  those  supplementary  grants-in-aid 
which  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  under  Sec. 
101  of  the  Act  designates  except  that  it  sub¬ 
stitutes  criteria  in  order  to  make  these  funds 
available  for  a  different  emphasis  than  under 
EDA  criteria.  It  does  this  by  directing  that 
they  shall  not  be  limited  to  projects  in  re¬ 
development  areas  as  presently  provided  in 
Sec.  101(c);  without  regard  to  the  limita¬ 
tions  of  the  last  sentence  of  101(c)  which 
provides  that  the  Secretary  shall  take  into 
consideration  the  relative  needs  of  the  area, 
the  nature  of  the  project  to  be  assisted,  and 
the  amount  of  such  fair  user  charges,  etc.; 
and  without  regard  to  Sec.  101(d)  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  rules,  regulations  and  pro¬ 
cedures  of  the  Secretary  shall  assure  ade¬ 
quate  consideration  is  given  to  the  relative 
factors  as  rates  of  unemployment,  income 
levels,  and  extent  of  underemployment. 
Other  sentences  of  this  section  conform  to 
Appalachia’s  restrictions  on  the  prohibition 
that  none  of  the  supplementary  grants  may 
be  used  for  highway  or  road  construction,  and 
that  grants  shall  not  penalize  any  State  in 
computing  allocations  they  may  get  under 
other  provisions  of  law. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  criteria,  the 
Commissions  are  also  charged  with  follow¬ 
ing  procedures  to  insure  consideration  of  five 
additional  factors  under  Sec.  504.  The  Com¬ 
missions  will  control  the  expenditure  of  these 
funds  within  their  Region  for  these  pro¬ 
grams. 

Subsection  (d)  of  509  authorizes  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $5,000,000  for  each  Commis¬ 
sion  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1968,  and 
$10,000,000  for  each  Commission  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  year. 

13.  (Sec.  209 — page  7)  This  amends  Sec. 
601  of  the  Act  by  eliminating  the  following 
words  without  mentioning  the  words  in  the 
amendment:  “The  Secretary  (of  Commerce) 
shall  .  .  .  coordinate  the  Federal  Co-chair¬ 
men  appointed  heretofore  or  subsequent  to 
this  Act." 

14.  No  changes  have  been  made  in  Sec¬ 
tions  501,  506,  507,  and  508  of  Title  V. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  explanation  is  to  give  similar 
legislative  status  to  all  regional  commis¬ 
sions.  Currently,  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  enjoys  a  degree  of 
independence  under  law  not  shared  by 
other  commissions  created  pursuant  to 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965. 

Certainly  all  States  are  entitled  to  the 
same  treatment  under  the  commission 
format.  The  unequal  treatment  will  be 
highlighted  with  the  establishment  of 
the  Coastal  Plains  Regional  Commission. 
The  three  States  of  Georgia,  North  Caro¬ 


lina,  and  South  Carolina,  which  are  in  a 
title  V  region  will  have  a  distinctly  differ¬ 
ent  status  and  relationship  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  than  they  presently 
have  through  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission. 

The  amendment  I  submit  today 
creates  a  new  title  II  in  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Economic  Development 
Amendments  of  1967  and  deals  primarily 
with  the  status  of  regional  commissions 
established  pursuant  to  title  V  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
give  similar  legislative  and  legal  status 
to  all  regional  commissions.  Under  cur¬ 
rent  conditions  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Economic  Development  Commis¬ 
sion  enjoys  a  degree  of  independence 
under  law  not  shared  by  the  other  five 
commissions  created  pursuant  to  the 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

Certainly  all  States  are  entitled  to  the 
same  treatment  under  the  commission 
format.  The  amendment  I  propose  to¬ 
day  will  authorize  appropriations  for 
technical  assistance,  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  commissions  and  supple¬ 
mental  grant  and  aid  programs,  pat¬ 
terned  after  the  Appalachian  Region 
Economic  Development  Commission.  I 
feel  that  this  is  essential  in  order  to 
enable  the  five  commissions  created 
pursuant  to  the  title  V  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
to  carry  out  the  programs  envisioned  for 
them  when  the  enabling  legislation  was 
enacted. 

The  key  political  science  problem  of 
today  is  how  to  dovetail  the  similar  pro¬ 
grams  and  efforts  of  various  levels  of 
government,  local.  State,  and  Federal, 
and  better  coordinate  the  myriad  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  of  similar  purpose.  It  is 
my  judgment  that  the  regional  economic 
development  commissions  can  serve  as 
an  ideal  vehicle  to  help  solve  this 
problem. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 
stated  recently  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate : 

When  one  speaks  of  creative  Federalism, 
one  looks  to  the  Appalachian  Development 
Program  as  a  prototype. 

I  agree  wholeheartedly  with  him,  in 
that  the  Appalachian  development  pro¬ 
gram  is  and  should  be  a  prototype  for 
other  regional  economic  development 
commissions,  and  it  is  for  that  reason 
I  am  introducing  the  amendment  here 
today  which  will  place  regional  economic 
development  commissions  heretofore  and 
hereafter  established  on  equal  footing 
with  the  Appalachian  Regional  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Commission. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Senator  Randolph  has 
further  stated  during  the  hearings  on 
confirmation  of  Mr.  John  Linnehan  as 


Federal  Cochairman  for  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  Regional  Development  Commission ; 

We  thought  of  the  Appalachian  Develop¬ 
ment  Commission  as  a  partnership  of  the 
States  involved  in  the  Appalachia  section  of 
the  country  with  the  Federal  Government, 
and  it  was  designed,  and'  we  feel  that  this 
region  or  any  other  region  is  designed,  “to 
assist  the  region  in  meeting  its  special  prob- 
lems,  to  promote  its  economic  development, 
and  to  establish  a  framework  for  joint  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  efforts  toward  providing  the 
basic  facilities  essential  to  its  growth  and 
attacking  its  common  problems  and  meeting 
its  common  needs  on  a  coordinated  and 
concerted  regional  basis.” 


Mr.  President,  the  amendment  I  pro¬ 
pose  today  will  enable  all  regions  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  established  to  provide 
the  same  kind  of  economic  stimulant  to 
depressed  areas  of  our  country  as  has 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Commission  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachia  region.  I  certainly  support  the 
regional  approach  to  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  depressed  areas,  and,  therefore, 
feel  that  it  is  imperative  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  enacted  to  enable  all  regions  to 
have  common  status  for  the  attainment 
of  common  goals,  though  very  modest 
sums  are  asked  for  now  for  the  other 
commissions. 


Mr.  President,  I  have  discussed  this 
matter  and  this  amendment  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee.  He 
has  assured  me  that  his  committee  will 
consider  this  amendment  in  connection 
with  the  Appalachian  Regional  Eco- 
nqmic  Development  Act  of  1965,  which 
it  seeks  to  amend.  No  special  hearings 
will  be  required,  I  believe,  because  ex¬ 
tensive  hearings  were  held  last  session 
by  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
on  these  various  regional’  commissions 
during  the  consideration  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  1965. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
appropriately  referred. 

The  amendment  (No.  96)  was  received, 
ordered  to  be  printed,  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 


Welfare. 


-LEGISLATIVE  REORGANIZATION 
ACT  OF  1967— AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT  NO.  97 

Mr.  \LLOTT  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him, 
to  the  bill\(S.  355)  to  improve  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  and  to  be  printed. 

- X - 


ADDITIONAL  COSP’ 
AND  JOINT  RES' 


SORS  OF  BILLS 
3LUTIONS 

Under  authority  of  the\orders  of  the 
Senate,  as  indicated  below,  tl^e  following 
names  have  been  added  as  additional  co¬ 
sponsors  of  the  following  bills\nd  joint 
resolutions : 

Authority  of  February  2,  1967: 

S.  799.  A  bill  to  provide  more  econbmic, 
efficient,  and  effective  implementation  of 
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various  Federal  loan  and  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grains  to  improve  the  quality  of  urban  and 
rural\ife  through  improved  comprehensive 
development  planning,  programing,  and  co¬ 
ordination  among  and  between  Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  States.  regions,  metropolitan  areas,  and 
local  governments,  and  to  encourage  greater 
coordination  Nbetween  States  and  their  po¬ 
litical  subdivisions  in  the  planning  and  pro¬ 
gramming  of  Federal  loan  and  grant-in-aid 
programs,  and  for.  other  purposes:  Mr.  Hat¬ 
field,  Mr.  jAVixs,\nd  Mr.  Miller. 

Authority  of  February  7,  1967 : 

S.J.  Res.  30.  Joint  resolution  to  establish  a 
commission  to  formulate  plans  for  a  me¬ 
morial  to  astronauts  whia  lose  their  lives  in 
line  of  duty  in  the  U.S.  sWiee  program:  Mr. 
Allott,  Mr.  Bayh,  Mr.  Bib\e,  Mr.  Carlson, 
Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Dominick,  mr.  Ervin,  Mr. 
Fannin,  Mr.  Hartke,  Mr.  HiLL\Mr.  Jackson, 
Mr.  Ktjchel,  Mr.  Lausche,  Mr.  LoVg  of  Louisi¬ 
ana,  Mr.  Murphy,  Mr.  ProxmireK  Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph,  Mr.  Scott,  Mr.  SYMiNGTON\and  Mr. 
Young  of  North  Dakota. 

Authority  of  February  8,  1967:' 

S.  913.  A  bill  to  amend  part  III  oN  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  provide  for\he 
recording  of  trust  agreements  and  other  evi¬ 
dences  of  equipment  indebtedness  of  wate: 
carriers,  and  for  other  purposes:  Mr.  Mon- 
roney,  Mr.  Morton,  and  Mr.  Yarborough. 

S.  915.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Federal  Judicial  Center:  Mr.  Met¬ 
calf,  and  Mr.  Tydings. 

S.  917.  A  bill  to  assist  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  in  reducing  the  incidence  of  crime, 
to  increase  the  effectiveness,  fairness,  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  law  enforcement  and  criminal 
justice  systems  at  all  levels  of  government, 
and  for  other  purposes:  Mr.  Mundt,  Mr. 
Tydings,  and  Mr.  Yarborough. 

S.J.  Res.  32.  Joint  resolution  to  establish  a 
Joint  Committee  on  Urban  Affairs:  Mr. 
Javits. 


NOTICE  CONCERNING  NOMINA¬ 
TIONS  BEFORE  COMMITTEE  ON 

THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
following  nominations  have  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  and  are  now  pending  before  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 

Paul  F.  Markham,  of  Massachusetts, 
to  be  U.S.  attorney,  district  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  for  the  term  of  4  years,  vice  W. 
Arthur  Garrity,  Jr. 

William  F.  Malchow,  of  Minnesota,  to 
be  U.S.  marshal,  district  of  Minnesota, 
term  of  4  years,  vice  Ray  H.  Hemenway, 
resigned. 

On  behalf  of  the  Committee  on  ttfe 
Judiciary,  notice  is  hereby  given  to/all 
persons  interested  in  these  nominations 
to  file  with  the  committee,  in  writing,  on 
or  before  Monday,  February’  27,  1067,  any 
representations  or  objections  ifiey  may 
wish  to  present  concerning/the  above 
nominations,  with  a  further  statement 
whether  it  is  their  intention  to  appear  at 
any  hearings  which  may/be  scheduled. 


NOTICE  OF  RECEIPT  OF  NOMINA¬ 
TIONS  BY  THE  COMMITTEE  ON 
FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  FULBRtGHT.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of/the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  Faesire  to  announce  that  to¬ 
day  the  ^enate  received  the  following 
nomina 

Rutherford  M.  Poats,  of  Virginia,  to 
be  Deputy  Administrator,  Agency  for  In¬ 
ternational  Development. 

Taurine  B.  Neuberger,  of  Oregon,  to 
a  member  of  the  General  Advisory 


Committee  of  the  U.S.  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency. 

In  accordance  with  the  committee 
rule,  these  pending  nominations  may  not 
be  considered  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
6  days  of  their  receipt  in  the  Senate. 


ADDRESSES.  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE  AP¬ 
PENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appen¬ 
dix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr,  BYRD  of  Virginia: 

Editorial  entitled  "Teaching  of  Morality 
Has  Not  Been  Tabooed,”  written  by  David 
Lawrence  and  published  in  the  U.S.  News 
&  World  Report  of  February  13,  1967. 

Editorial  entitled  “Again,  the  Big  Squander 
Bill,”  published  in  the  Ledger-Star  of  Mon¬ 
day,  February  13,  1967. 

By  Mr.  METCALF: 

Editorial  entitled  "Big  Trees,  Small  Plans,” 
relating  to  proposed  Redwood  Creek  National 
Park,  published  in  the  New  York  Times  of 
\February  19,  1967. 

.Editorial  entitled  "A  Challenge  to  Citi¬ 
zens,”  published  in  the  Western  News,  Hamily 
ton\Mont.,  January  18, 1967. 

Article  entitled  "The  Next  25  Years,”  Wit¬ 
ten  by\ee  C.  White,  Chairman,  Federal  Bower 
Commission,  and  published  in  the  magazine 
Public  Po\er  for  January  1967. 


THE  CIANAND  THE  '  NATIONAL 
STUDENT  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Nort^  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  nfcdecDwith  considerable 
concern  the  continuing  controversy  over 
the  CIA's  financial  afe^stance  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  Student  Association  and  other  or¬ 
ganizations  that/particip$te  in  interna¬ 
tional  conferences. 

It  would  /be  preferable  if  private 
sources  would  provide  thexfunds  for 
students  and  others  to  attena\interna- 
tional  conferences,  or  if  some  (Govern¬ 
ment  agency  other  than  the  CIAXwould 
do  so/  When  this  assistance  by  the\CIA 
was/nrst  given  to  the  National  Stuovnt 
Association,  no  other  source  of  assistant 
as  available.  Thus,  if  the  CIA  had  nol 
provided  the  funds,  the  Communist  stu¬ 
dents  would  have  completely  dominated 
*  the  international  conferences. 

I  am  not  one  who  believes  it  is  all 
wrong  for  students  and  others  to  re¬ 
ceive  some  guidance  and  information 
from  the  CIA  as  to  how  international 
conferences  are  manipulated  by  the 
Communists.  Not  many  people  realize 
that  no  student  can  enroll  in  the  Mos¬ 
cow  University  or  other  universities  in 
Russia  unless  he  has  been  thoroughly 
indoctrinated  in  the  Communist  philoso¬ 
phy  and  is  a  dedicated  Communist. 

Russia  and  other  Communist  nations 
have  a  one-party  system  and  only  one 
viewpoint.  Thus,  their  students  and 
others  attending  international  confer¬ 
ences  present  one  united  viewpoint,  and 
they  are  financed  by  their  governments. 

Our  system  of  government  and  our 
philosophy  are  entirely  different.  We 
have  a  two-party  system  and  many  fac¬ 
tions  within  these  parties.  Thus,  we  do 
not  always  present  a  united  front  at 
international  conferences.  The  Nation¬ 
al  Student  Association,  as  well  as  others, 


does  not  always  support  the  official  posi-, 
tion  of  our  country. 

The  CIA  has  made  some  mistakes,  bdt 
the  good  it  does  far  outweighs  any  errors. 
If  we  are  to  survive  in  this  troubled 
world  and  counter  the  operations/of  the 
Russian  KGB,  we  need  the  CIA — and 
badly.  It  should  be  remembered  that  the 
CIA  operations  are  directed  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  President  oi  the  United 
States  and  the  National  Security  Coun¬ 
cil.  It  also  receives  guidance,  direction, 
and  supervision  from'  a  committee  of 
private  citizens  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  well  as  bY  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  committees  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Presidentyone  of  the  best  editorials 
I  have  read  wifcn  reference  to  this  recent 
controversy  Aver  the  CIA  appeared  in 
the  Sundav'  Star  of  February  19,  1967, 
and  was  entitled  "What  Are  We  Trying 
To  Do  to  the  CIA?”  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  editorial  be  printed  in 
the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

lere  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
w^s  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
Is  follows: 

'What  Are  We  Trying  To  Do  to  the  CIA? 

It  Is  just  possible,  if  we  all  manage  to 
work  ourselves  into  a  wild  enough  lather, 
that  the  current  flap  over  the  CIA  can  be 
escalated  to  the  point  where  it  will  destroy 
the  nation’s  intelligence  organization.  It 
almost  seems  that  this  is  what  some  of  the 
breast- beaters  would  like  to  do. 

One  day  we  have  a  disclosure  that  a  stu¬ 
dent  organization  has  been  receiving  covert 
funds  so  that  young  Americans  can  com¬ 
pete  with  young  Communists  at  world  stu¬ 
dent  meetings.  Then,  suddenly,  nothing  will 
do  but  that  every  traceable  operation  of  the 
CIA  must  be  laid  bare  to  public  view,  com¬ 
mented  upon  in  tones  of  pious  horror,  in¬ 
vestigated,  sermonized,  deplored  and  pun¬ 
ished,  until  the  terrible  guilt  of  it  all  has  been 
established  for  all  time,  for  all  the  world  to 
see. 

And  what,  precisely,  are  we  guilty  of? 
Why,  of  using  our  wits  and  available  means 
to  compete  in  a  battle  just  as  real,  dirty  and 
deadly  serious  as  any  shooting  war  in  which 
we  could  engage. 

Confronted  by  adversaries  who  threw  the 
full  power  and  wealth  of  the  state  into  the 
effort  to  mold  and  control  world  opinion,  we 
did  not  abandon  the  field  to  them.  Instead, 
we  devoted  some  public  funds  to  seeing  to  it 
vthat  Americans  could  confront  the  totalitari- 
is  in  the  intellectual  lists  abroad,  speaking 
tfreir  minds  in  representing  the  views  of  a 
relatively  free  society. 

ItX^orked,  incidentally.  A  wide  variety  of 
Americans,  most  of  whom  never  knew  the 
source  off  the  funds  backing  them,  proved 
more  thato  able  over  the  years  to  hold  their 
own  in  confrontation  with  disciplined,  pro¬ 
fessional  Communist  agents.  They  pre¬ 
vented  the  takeover  of  numerous  interna¬ 
tional  organizations  and  established  others 
which  have  contributed  substantially  to  the 
global  cause  of  freedom. 

Consider,  for  example,  the  experience  of 
Gloria  Steinem,  as  interestingly  reported  in 
yesterday's  Washington.  Post.  A  New  York 
writer,  Miss  Steinem  was  director  of  some¬ 
thing  called  "The  Independent  Research 
Service,”  which  took  CIA  money  to  send  sev¬ 
eral  hundred  young  Americans  to  World 
Youth  festivals  in  Vienna  an*i  Helsinki  in 
1959  and  1962. 

Miss  Steinem  said  she  worked  Nosely  with 
CIA  agents  on  the  program,  but  t\at  few  of 
the  students  who  took  those  trips  knew 
that  the  CIA  was  picking  up  the  tab. 

"I  never  felt  I  was  being  dictated  at 
all,”  she  said.  "I  found  them  (the  CIA  luen 
with  whom  she  worked)  liberal  and  far¬ 
sighted  and  open  to  an  exchange  of  ideas. 
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Mr.  Randolph  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  sub- 
j  mitted  the  following 

REPORT 

together  with 

SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  602] 


The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  which  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably 
thereon  with  amendments  and  recommends  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  shown  in  italic  type  in  the  reported  bill. 

INTRODUCTION 

Among  the  most  meaningful  and  significant  words  ever  set  down 
by  man  are: 

We  the  People  of  the  United  States,  in  order  to  form  a 
more  perfect  Union,  establish  Justice,  insure  domestic 
Tranquility,  provide  for  the  common  Defense,  promote  the 
general  Welfare,  and  secure  the  Blessings  of  Liberty  to  our¬ 
selves  and  our  Posterity,  do  ordain  and  establish  this  Consti¬ 
tution  for  the  United  States  of  America. 

This  declaration  keynotes  the  greatest  experiment  in  government  by 
consent  in  the  history  of  man.  It  is  referred  to  as  “an  experiment" 
because,  although  these  words  and  the  document  which  they  head  have 
withstood  the  test  of  time,  the  government  structure  initiated  by  the 
Constitution  has  always  been  subject  to  change  in  response  to  the 
needs  of  the  American  people. 

Our  most  recent  experiment  in  government  was  the  establishment 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  pursuant  to  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  This  legislation,  the  result  of  5 
years  of  investigation,  studv.  and  public  hearings,  broke  new  ground 
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in  structuring  the  relationships  between  and  among  the  Federal 
Government,  State  governments,  local  governments,  and  individual 
citizens  and  private  business. 

President  Johnson  has  termed  this  “creative  federalism,”  an 
approach  characterized  by  a  new  kind  of  cooperative  relationship 
among  all  levels  of  government.  It  looks  to  the  establishment  of  a 
firm  and  full  partnership  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
States  of  the  Appalachian  region. 

In  1964,  the  President’s  Regional  Commission  on  Appalachia 
transmitted  a  report  to  the  President  of  the  Senate,  describing  in  detail 
the  situation  which  obtained  throughout  an  area  extending  from 
Pennsylvania  to  Alabama.  It  described  in  stark  terms  the  differences  : 
which  for  too  long  had  set  this  region  apart  from  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 
It  spoke  of  regional  deprivation  in  terms  of  income,  education,  em- ; 
ployment,  and  housing  levels.  It  drew  a  graphic  picture  of  a  region  j 
which  was  far  behind  at  a  time  when  the  United  States  as  a  nation 
had  entered  upon  and  was  enjoying  the  fullness  of  economic  prosperity. 
In  a  society  of  abundant  affluence  there  was  little  in  Appalachia  to 
mark  it  as  a  part  of  the  whole.  I 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  began  hearings  on  proposals 
to  ameliorate  and  correct  this  situation.  The  need  for  Federal 
assistance  in  an  action  program  was  demonstrated  without  question 
and  without  a  shadow  of  a  doubt.  The  Congress  subsequently  I 
enacted  Public  Law  89-4,  establishing  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Commission,  and  authorizing  a  multifaceted  economic 
development  program. 

In  essence,  the  program  reharnessed  many  of  the  existing  Federal 
programs.  We  found,  not  that  the  Federal  Government  lacked 
programs  which  coidd  substantially  contribute  to  an  economic  revival 
which  would  bring  to  the  Appalachian  region  the  “domestic  tran¬ 
quillity”  and  “the  general  welfare”  to  which  the  preamble  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  addresses  itself,  but  rather  that  the 
States  of  the  region,  for  many  reasons,  were  unable  to  take  advantage 
of  these  programs. 

The  first  thrust  of  the  program  was  the  authorization  of  a  de¬ 
velopment  highway  system.  Throughout  the  history  of  this  region 
and  our  Nation,  the  Appalachian  mountain  chain  has  stood  as  a 
barrier  to  commercial  and  social  intercourse.  Every  schoolchild 
learns  that  one  of  the  first  great  problems  encountered  by  our  Founding! 
Fathers,  once  the  original  settlement  along  the  Atlantic  coast  was 
accomplished,  was  to  find  a  passage  through  these  mountains.  The 
Cumberland  Gap  has  its  own  hallowed  place  in  the  history  of 
Appalachia. 

Another  major  problem  on  which  a  concerted  assault  was  needed 
was  in  the  availability  of  adequate  health  facilities  and  services. 
These,  together  with  stepped-up  vocational  education  activities,  land 
stabilization,  conservation  and  erosion  control,  mining  area  restoration, 
and  sewage  treatment  were  absolutely  necessary  if  Appalachia  was 
to  be  able  to  attract  and  hold  the  kinds  of  people  and  the  kinds  of 
business  which  would  again  make  the  area  economically  viable. 

Provisions  for  timber  and  water  resource  studies  were  also  in¬ 
cluded.  The  capstone  of  the  program  was  the  provision  of  supple¬ 
ments  to  existing  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  No  one  piece 
of  the  program  was  to  be  so  large  as  to  overburden  or  overshadow 
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the  rest.  All  were  intended  to  give  that  extra  bit  of  assistance 
which  is  required  to  bring  Appalachia  back  into  the  mainstream 
of  American  economic  development. 

The  intergovernmental  structure  which  the  Appalachian  regional 
development  legislation  of  1965  sought  to  create  and  the  program 
contained  therein  were  designed  to — 

assist  the  region  in  meeting  its  special  problems,  to  promote 
its  economic  development,  and  to  establish  a  framework  for 
joint  Federal  and  State  efforts  toward  providing  the  basic 
facilities  essential  to  its  growth  and  attacking  its  common 
problems  and  meeting  its  common  needs  on  a  coordinated  and 
concerted  regional  basis. 

It  was  an  ambitious  goal  and  an  immense  undertaking,  but  it  was 
one  to  which  the  Congress  gave  its  full  support.  What  this  com¬ 
mittee  proposed  was  enacted  by  the  Congress  and  was  signed  into  law 
by  President  Johnson  on  March  9,  1965. 

The  program  has  now  completed  its  second  year.  This  report  will 
discuss  the  impact  of  the  program  on  the  Appalachian  region  and 
recommend  certain  modifications  based  on  the  information  received 
during  the  course  of  the  hearing  held  on  the  pending  legislation, 

S.  602. 

HEARINGS 

On  January  24,  the  Special  Subcommittee  on  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  began  hearings  on 
the  Appalachian  regional  development  program.  The  purpose  of 
those  hearings  was  twofold : 

First,  the  refunding  of  the  program.  When  the  original  legislation 
was  passed  early  in  1965,  with  the  exception  of  the  Appalachian  high¬ 
way  program,  Congress  made  authorizations  through  fiscal  year  1967 
only.  If  we  are  to  fulfill  the  promise  of  the  excellent  beginnings  that 
have  been  made,  we  must  authorize  the  funds  for  the  continuance  of 
the  program. 

The  second  purpose  of  the  committee  hearings  was  to  conduct  a 
searching  review  of  the  goals  and  achievements  of  the  Appalachian 
;  program. 

This  program  is  the  embodiment  of  a  new  approach  in  inter¬ 
governmental  relations,  best  expressed  in  the  concept  of  “creative 
federalism.”  It  is  intended  as  a  helping  hand  not  a  Federal  handout. 
As  it  was  conceived  and  established  it  is  an  equal  partnership  between 
the  States  and  the  Federal  Government. 

During  the  course  of  the  7  days  of  hearings  (January  24,  25,  26,  31, 
February  1,  2,  and  3)  the  Special  Subcommittee  on  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  heard  from  more  than  40  witnesses  representing  every  sector  of 
involvement  in  the  Appalachian  program. 

Testimony  was  received  from  the  State  cochairman  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Commission,  the  Hornorable  Hidett  Smith, 
Governor  of  West  Virginia,  and  from  the  Honorable  John  Sweeney, 
the  Federal  Cochairman,  Members  of  the  Senate,  as  well  as  from 
representatives  of  the  Federal  agencies  which  have  the  direct  line 
responsibilities  for  carrying  out  the  projects  which  heretofore  have 
been  recommended  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  In 
addition,  the  committee  heard  from  a  number  of  distinguished  private 
citizens  and  interested  groups. 
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Direct  testimony  or  written  statements  were  received  from  the 
Governors  of  10  of  the  12  States  included  in  the  region.  The  Govern¬ 
ors  were  unanimous  in  their  support  of  the  program  and  high  in  their 
praise  of  the  structure  as  well  as  the  program  implementation. 

In  all,  the  record  covers  479  pages  of  printed  matter.  Though  not 
all  aspects  of  the  program  have  moved  forward  as  rapidly  as  the 
committee  might  have  liked,  some  phases  have  been  more  successful 
than  the  committee  believed  possible.  The  program  is  a  success 
because  those  who  are  most  directly  concerned  with  it,  the  Governors 
of  the  States  and  the  Federal  Cochairman,  have  given  it  a  maximum 
effort.  Though  the  program  has  registered  significant  achievements, 
it  has  really  only  just  begun. 

The  achievements  resulting  from  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  were  partially  summarized  by  President  Johnson  in  his 
letter  to  Congress  on  January  20,  1967,  in  which  he  recommended  the 
extension  of  the  program.  The  President  said: 

Because  of  the  work  done  by  the  Commission  and  co¬ 
operating  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies —  d 

Fifty-one  hospitals  have  been  completed  or  are  under 
construction. 

Fifty-two  vocational  education  schools  are  being  built. 

Work  is  underway  on  790  miles  of  the  development 
highway  system. 

New  libraries,  airports,  college  classrooms,  and  water 
resource  projects  are  being  pursued  to  completion. 

Thousands  of  workers  have  been  trained,  hired,  and 
added  to  the  payrolls. 

OPERATION  AND  IMPACT  OF  THE  APPALACHIAN  RE¬ 
GIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965— PROGRAM  RE¬ 
VIEW 

General  Approach 

The  hearings  and  the  subsequent  review  of  the  testimony  and  other 
materials  and  exhibits  submitted  have  given  the  committee  and  its 
staff  an  excellent  opportunity  to  review  the  entire  program. 

The  institutional  conception  of  the  program  as  a  joint  State-Federal 
endeavor  was  a  correct  one.  The  success  achieved  to  date  is  a  direct  < 
result  of  the  high  degree  of  cooperation  between  the  Governors  of  the 
Appalachian  States  and  the  Federal  cochairman. 

While  the  Appalachian  program  is  a  grant-in-aid  program,  it  differs 
significantly  from  the  traditional  concept  of  such  programs. 

The  Appalachian  program  requires  that  the  Governor  exercise  the 
primary  responsibility  for  recommending  projects  for  consideration 
by  the  Commission,  determine  whether  funds  should  be  spent  and 
assign  the  priorities  for  the  expenditure  of  Appalachian  program  funds 
within  his  State. 

It  is  the  Governors  who  have  been  primarily  responsible  for  allo¬ 
cating  the  funds  available  under  various  sections  of  the  act.  Each 
Commission  decision  made  on  these  allocations  was  by  unanimous  vote. 

The  following  table  shows  the  allocation  formulas,  State  percentages 
and  dollar  amounts  for  the  appropriate  section  of  the  act. 
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State-by- State  allocations  of  appropriated  funds,  fiscal  year  1966-67 


Sec.  201 — 
Development 
highways  and 
access  roads 

Sec.  203 

Sec.  211 

Sec.  212 

Sec.  214 

Sec.  302 

Alabama . - 

Georgia _  _ _ _ 

Kentucky _  ...  _  ._ 

Maryland _ 

New  York... . .„ 

North  Carolina _  . 

Ohio _ 

Pennsylvania _ 

South  Carolina. ..  ...  .  . 

Tennessee _ _ _ 

Virginia . . . . . 

West  Virginia _ _ 

Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
administration.. . . . 

$6, 195, 000 
10, 100,  000 
60, 838, 000 
10,  239, 053 
23,  046, 947 
13, 000, 000 
36, 800, 000 
36,  000, 000 
2,  555,  000 
20, 865, 000 
39, 400,  000 
40, 253, 000 

708, 000 

$1, 336, 000 
486, 000 
1, 118, 000 
137, 000 
886, 000 
730, 000 
648, 000 
1, 245,  000 
281, 000 
1, 222,  000 
550,  000 
898,  000 

$1, 635, 860 
1,009, 620 
i  1,  581, 813 
600, 020 
896, 820 
1, 133, 300 

1,  083,  540 
i  2,  789,  507 
923,  700 
1,611, 140 

3  1,804, 180 

2  930,  500 

$643, 804 
330, 786 
i  190, 833 
226, 626 
392, 044 
374, 286 
409,504 
*  1, 715, 137 
314, 046 
526, 744 
315, 126 
561, 064 

$7, 245, 712 
5,159,964 
6, 028, 464 
3, 813, 716 

5,  202, 412 

5,  582, 964 
5, 707, 464 
12,  729, 708 
4,  568, 216 
6, 727, 456 

2  4, 174, 716 

2  8,  059, 208 

$345, 230 
199,370 
253, 010 
113,  570 
222, 320 
232,880 
245,  570 
690, 260 
153, 170 
308, 930 
180, 230 
355, 460 

Total. . . . . . 

300, 000, 000 

9,  537,  000 

16, 000,  000 

6, 000, 000 

75, 000, 000 

3, 300, 000 

1  Kentucky  exchanged  $190,833  of  its  212  money  for  same  amount  of  211  money  from  Pennsylvania. 
*  Virginia  exchanged  $800,000  of  its  214  money  for  same  amount  of  211  money  from  West  Virginia. 


Allocation  formulas — State  percentages 


Sec.  203  i 

Sec.  211 2 

Sec.  212  3 

Sec.  214  « 

Sec.  302  3 

Alabama _ _ _ _ _  - 

14.008 

10. 224 

10. 730 

9. 661 

10.46 

Georgia _  _ _ 

6.098 

6. 310 

5.  513 

6. 880 

6. 04 

Kentucky _ _ _ 

11.  718 

8. 694 

6. 361 

8.038 

7.  67 

Maryland _  _ _ 

1.443 

3.750 

3. 777 

5.085 

3.44 

New  York _  _ 

9. 286 

5.605 

6.534 

6.936 

6. 74 

North  Carolina _ _  __ 

7. 655 

7.083 

6.238 

7.444 

7.06 

Ohio..  .  __  _ _ 

6.792 

6.  772 

6.825 

7.610 

7.44 

Pennsylvania _  _ 

13. 051 

18.  627 

25.405 

16. 973 

20.92 

South  Carolina _ _ _ _ 

2. 949 

5. 773 

5.234 

6.091 

4.  64 

Tennessee _ _ _ _ 

12. 816 

10.  070 

8.780 

8. 970 

9.36 

Virginia _  _ 

5.  772 

6.276 

5. 252 

6.  633 

5.46 

West  Virginia _  _ 

9.  412 

10. 816 

9.351 

9.679 

10. 77 

1  203.  10  percent  equally;  45  percent  for  number  of  low-income  farms;  45  percent  for  cost  of  needed  con¬ 
servation  practices  on  non-Federal  agricultural  lands  as  estimated  in  conservation  needs  inventory,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

3 211.  10  percent  equally;  10  percent  for  land  area;  20  percent  for  population;  30  percent  for  per  capita 
income  weighted  inversely;  30  percent  for  proportion  of  14-  to  17-year-olds  not  enrolled  in  school. 

3  212.  10  percent  equally;  10  percent  for  land  area;  20  percent  for  population;  30  percent  for  per  capita 
income  weighted  inversely;  30  percent  for  proportion  urban  population. 

<  214.  14  percent  equally;  14  percent  for  land  area;  28  percent  for  population;  44  percent  for  per  capita 
income  weighted  inversely. 

5  302.  33)4  percent  equally;  33)4  percent  for  land  area;  33)4  percent  for  population. 


To  make  the  program  respond  to  the  goals  established  by  Congress, 
each  Governor  has  been  responsible  for  developing  an  investment 
plan  required  by  the  Commission  to  govern  the  use  of  the  funds 
available  under  the  act.  This  plan  meets  the  requirement  contained 
in  the  “Statement  of  Purpose”  of  the  1965  act  that — 

The  public  investments  made  in  the  region  under  this  act 
shall  be  concentrated  in  areas  where  there  is  a  significant 
potential  for  future  growth,  and  where  the  expected  return 
on  public  dollars  invested  will  be  the  greatest. 

Such  plans  have  been  prepared  by  each  of  the  Governors.  A  digest 
of  these  investment  plans  is  contained  in  appendix  1  of  this  report. 

The  program  has  been  carried  on  in  an  environment  of  increased 
coordination  of  public  effort.  This  increased  coordination  has  taken 
place  at  all  levels  of  government.  Here  in  Washington  a  variety  of 
cooperative  systems  have  been  evolving  between  the  Appalachian 
Commission  and  the  major  Federal  agencies  with  substantial  financial 
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commitments  to  the  region.  The  same  thing  has  been  done  at  the 
State  level.  The  Committee  expects  the  Commission  to  continue  its 
efforts  in  this  regard  and  to  explore  new  areas  for  coordination  and 
cooperation  in  the  planning  and  expenditure  of  funds  by  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  in  the  region. 

At  the  State  level  each  Governor  has  designated  a  man  to  supervise 
the  Appalachian  program  within  his  State  and  has  provided  him  with 
access  to  those  State  agencies  which  must  necessarily  be  involved  in  any 
coordinated  investment  program.  Councils  of  State  agencies  have 
been  formed  to  discuss  distribution  of  Appalachian  dollars.  Those 
discussions  have  been  a  key  to  the  Governor’s  final  decision  on  where  to 
allot  his  funds  to  produce  the  greatest  return. 

In  turn,  these  offices  have  become  the  vehicle  for  coordinated  ex¬ 
penditures  within  specific  local  areas — in  accordance  with  State 
investment  plans  which  outline  major  local  problems  and  suggest  the 
public  expenditure  necessary  to  solve  those  problems. 

The  Appalachian  program  permits  a  flexible  decision-making 
process;  both  the  policy  and  procedures  of  the  Commission  are  de¬ 
signed  to  honor  the  particular  conditions  found  in  each  State. 

The  best  proof  of  this  can  be  found  in  the  history  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  activities.  During  the  course  of  21  months  of  activity,  110 
resolutions  which  establish  Commission  policy  have  been  passed  and 
365  grants  for  construction,  demonstration,  or  research  have  been 
approved.  The  Commission’s  vote  on  all  major  actions  was  unani¬ 
mous. 

Specific  Programs 

Section  201 .  The  Appalachian  Highway  Program 

BACKGROUND 

Section  201  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965 
authorized  $840  million  for  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  2,350 
miles  of  a  development  highway  system  and  not  to  exceed  1,000  miles 
of  local  access  roads.  In  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of  this 
committee,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  reserved  $35  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  authorized  dollars  for  access  roads,  leaving  $805  for  the 
development  highway  system;  $200  million  was  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1966  and  $100  million  for  fiscal  year  1967  for  the  highway 
program. 

As  of  December  31,  1966,  $115.6  million  of  Federal  dollars  were 
obligated  on  the  development  highway  system,  and  $5.7  million 
of  Federal  funds  were  obligated  for  access  roads.  These  obligations 
represent  182  miles  of  highway  under  construction  on  the  development 
system  and  68  miles  of  construction  underway  on  access  roads. 
Engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  is  underway  on  major  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  system.  The  accompanying  tables  show  the  status  of 
the  program  as  of  December  31,  1966. 


REVISING  THE  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 


7 


<£> 

so 


<50 

«d 

oo 

© 

HO 

£ 


a 

O 


a 

"S3 


*§ 

S3 


C3 

ts 

C3J 

C) 

a 

S3 

$ 

•< 

SDJ 

£ 

Q 

**■» 

O 

Q 

A 


W 

A 

« 

< 

H 


<D  H 

•d  3 

c  £ 

58 

T?  i-. 

o  a 


>» 

C3 

* 

.d 

bfi 


dJ 

d 

a 

£ 

| 

13 

a 

a 

«< 


2-g 

o  d 
'd  ~ 
<o  d 
Ph 


•g'd  D 

3l'E“ 

O  £  0,5; 

e|Sa 


s&§°| al 

2  ““■d®  B  H 

J_  OJ  bjo  ^  03  .  d 

fad  fl  it  Q.C  ^ 

QK  aid  ».S  o 
&  •o'®'  o, 


3  og^g 

sfsi 
£  « 


>. 

—  ^ 
o3  t£ 

+e  (- 
o  o 
E-i'd 
d 
d 


t>»  »d 

Odoic3  a> 

3  o  .2  te  g 

d  £-< 

otjHcoa 

03  «5d  d 

d  o 


d 

•g.2  > 

©  -£  O 

4J  CO  l; 
G  O  a 

do  a 
O  03 


2d  ?>, 

.a  «? 

la"1" 


23  S 

d  m-h 

t=g“ 


cJ  g  g  d 

Te  g  g- 

a.2  og 

<;  a  o 


NCOQOIMNO 
O  00  O  OO  Tf  M  1C 
•^lOOOOh-OOO 

cf  oT  h»T  cm  co~  id"  cm 

H  I— 1  t'-  lO  H**  CO 
O  Hji  OJ  CM  CO  OO  CO 


(N  H  O  O  OO  o  Ol 

GO  ■— i  C  l  iO  <— l  i— l  OO 
iO  00  CO  CO  00 

o”  oo"  cm^  ci  •— T  cm"  od* 

O  Hjt  Cl  00  Cl  ^ 
CO  CM  CM  CO  -T  05  C5 


O  00  CO  O  05  00 


C  N  O)  O  rH  'l*  ® 
00  N  00  to  o  o>  oo 
HJH  CICICI'H 


iO  rH  iO  (M  I-  IN 


CO  -f  00  O  *->  Ht<  o 

QOrtNCCOCTf 
Hji  CM  CM  CM  Tf« 


G  O  CO  iO 

O’-hNCO 

(Mr-*  a 


Tft  ©  M  U3  ^  OO  S 


CO  00  CM  O  05  00  CO 
OOCt'  i-H  00  05  Tt* 
OlHHCO 


CO  lO  CO  Tf  00  CO  N 


CCOCO'f  h^< 

05  cd  cd  oo  ^  oo 


05  CO 

id  id 


t-W-ya 
■*  S20 


(M  lO  00 
NCiO 
OlOO 

CO  CO  05 
05  CM 
O  CO  iO 


-  oo  t- 
h  CO  C 
h  CM  Cl 

&  ©V 

c  05 1 


CO  oo 
MO'f 
CO  CM  CM 


IO  00  00 
O0NH 

CM  rl  Hjl 


10^0 

>“H  CM 


O  •— I  I 

»d  tA 

O  ^  05 


OOlOO 
©  CO  CM 


.2.3 

do 

CD  »_ 

►  «w 

dO  g>  * 


'd 

d 


3  o  di. 

:  d  d  ! 


d  c3o  C3i2 
§W >3^5 
^©©^©oSIggS.tj 


b£  c/i 
•  © 
> 


C3 

a 

a 

<1 


•d 

d 

d 

d 


& 

o 


70  891—67 


2 


Table  2.- — Appalachian  highway  program — -Status  of  development  as  of  Dec.  31,  1966 
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Less  than  0.5  percent. 
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Corridor  designation 

From  the  outset,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  recognized 
the  need  for  implementing  the  highway  program  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date.  Its  first  major  action  on  May  12,  1965,  was  to 
recommend  approval  of  992  miles  of  highway  corridors  and  87  miles 
of  “quick  start”  construction  projects  within  the  approved  corridors. 
The  “quick  start”  projects  generally  were  those  on  which  design  was 
substantially  complete  and  could  proceed  promptly  to  right-of-way 
acquisition  and  construction.  On  July  14,  1965,  the  Commission 
recommended  approval  of  an  additional  1,232  miles  of  corridors. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Commission  requested  the  State  highway 
departments,  in  cooperation  with  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  to 
develop  adequacy  ratings  and  cost  estimates  on  the  corridors  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Commission,  and  to  recommend  priorities  for  construc- 
ion. 

The  cost  estimate  study 

In  the  spring  of  1966,  the  cost  estimate  studies  were  completed. 
The  studies  indicated  a  need  for  funds  in  excess  of  the  $805  million 
^authorized  by  the  Congress.  It  became  apparent  that  the  design 
standards  employed  by  the  States  in  preparing  the  estimates  in  many 
cases  exceeded  that  which  could  be  met  with  the  funds  authorized 
by  the  Congress  if  Federal  participation  were  to  be  at  70  percent  of 
cost.  This  realization  compelled  the  Commission  to  examine  its 
goals  and  objectives  for  the  development  highway  program.  The 
Commission  also  considered  the  various  alternatives  for  providing  an 
adequate  highway  network  consistent  with  the  intent  of  this  committee 
of  the  Congress  in  enacting  the  Appalachian  program. 

In  August  1966,  the  Commission,  after  lengthy  debate,  established 
criteria  for  the  expenditure  of  funds.  These  criteria  provide  for 
Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  preliminary  engineering,  right-of- 
way  acquisition,  and  the  construction  of  two-lane  facilities  at  70  per¬ 
cent  of  cost,  and  for  Federal  participation  in  the  construction  of 
four-lane  facilities  at  50  percent  of  cost.  In  addition,  Commission 
Resolution  92  allocated  all  of  the  $805  million  authorization  among  the 
member  States.  Thus  the  guideline,  coupled  with  the  allocation, 
provide  the  State  highway  departments  with  clearly  identified  sets 
of  goals  and  the  means  available  for  their  accomplishment. 

In  October  1966,  the  Commission  approved  additional  projects  for 
construction  and  allocated  the  currently  appropriated  dollars  among 
the  States.  Tables  showing  the  funding  and  construction  of  these 
highways  are  contained  in  appendix  II  of  this  report. 

ACCESS  ROAD  PROGRAM 

Of  the  $840  million  authorized  for  the  Appalachian  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  $35  million  has  been  reserved  for  local  access  roads.  To  insure 
that  these  funds  will  provide  a  substantial  number  of  the  types  of 
roads  envisioned  by  the  Congress  in  authorizing  the  program,  the 
Commission  established  a  policy  of  limiting  assistance  in  each  State 
to  an  average  of  $70,000  per  mile  for  all  local  access  road  projects  in 
the  State. 

These  roads  may  provide  feeder  links  to  development  highways  or 
interstate  routes.  Some  are  local  service  routes  to  industrial  parks. 
Some  will  exploit  the  potential  of  new  investments  in  recreation, 
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particularly  State  parks,  or  capitalize  on  new  private  investment  such 
as  the  reservoir  now  under  construction  in  Appalachian  South  Carolina  | 
by  the  Duke  Power  Co.  at  a  total  investment  of  $700  million.  And 
some  may  be  low-cost  forest  roads  designed  to  further  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  utilization  of  the  region’s  timber  and  other  natural  resources,  i 

As  of  December  31,  1966,  $13  million  in  Federal  funds  had  been 
approved  to  construct  59  local  access  roads,  $5.7  million  had  been 
obligated  at  that  time  with  68  miles  of  roads  under  actual  construc¬ 
tion.  Appendix  II  of  this  report  contains  a  table  showing  the  funding 
and  mileage  of  these  roads. 

Progress  of  the  'program 

Mr.  F.  C.  Turner,  Acting  Federal  Highway  Administrator,  testified 
before  this  committee  on  the  Appalachian  highway  program.  As 
to  its  progress  Mr.  Turner  said: 

It  does  take  a  little  while  to  get  work  started  in  a  program 
of  this  kind  and  there  is  a  1-  to  2-year  lead  time  required  in 
order  to  get  projects  moved  from  the  location  stage  to  actual 
construction,  and  you  know  the  [Appalachian]  act  is  a  little  jl 
less  than  2  years  old  *  *  *  [though]  the  number  of  miles 
completed  is  not  as  great  as  we  would  like  it  to  be,  but  we 
feel  that  reasonably  adequate  progress  is  being  made  in  the 
program. 

The  committee  recognizes  the  difficult  and  complicated  task  that  i 
the  Commission  faced  in  designating  the  numerous  miles  of  highway 
corridors.  That  designation  is  shown  on  the  accompanying  map. 
The  committee  understands  the  problems  of  allocating  $805  million 
among  the  member  States.  The  committee  commends  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Commission  in  achieving  these  objectives  with 
speed  and  harmony. 

The  one  area  of  administration  of  the  Appalachian  highway  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  caused  some  concern  is  that  relating  to  the  use  of 
indigenous  material,  and  coal  and  coal  product  research  for  highway 
construction  and  maintenance. 

Sections  201  (d)  and  (e)  of  the  act  were  intended  to  encourage 
increased  use  of  indigenous  (coal-based)  derivatives  in  the  construction 
of  highways  authorized  under  the  act.  Testimony  indicated  that  the 
purpose  set  forth  in  section  201  have  not  been  implemented  to  any 
significant  degree. 

In  the  rush  to  get  Appalachian  development  highway  projects^ 
underway,  plans  and  specifications  previously  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  under  other  Federal-aid  programs,  were  converted  to 
Appalachian  highways.  The  States,  in  complying  with  previous 
directives  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  relating  to  Federal-aid 
projects,  specify  the  lowest  first-cost  materials  in  construction.  This 
severely  limits  the  use  of  coal-based  materials  on  such  projects. 

In  October  1965,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  issued  a  new  directive, 
stating  that  the  Bureau  would  approve  use  of  indigenous  materials 
on  Appalachian  projects,  if  a  State  filed  a  “statement  of  determina¬ 
tion”  indicating  its  intent  to  use  such  materials.  Division  engineers 
of  the  Bureau  were  asked  to  contact  the  States  with  regard  to  such 
“statements.”  West  Virginia,  Alabama,  Georgia  and  Tennessee  have 
submitted  statements  indicating  that  for  certain  types  of  work  they 
would  prefer  to  use  coal  tar. 
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To  date,  however,  no  project  has  been  let  to  contract  in  which  the 
use  of  coal-based  derivatives  has  been  maximized.  In  two  States, 
Kentucky  and  Virginia,  short  projects  have  been  designed  to  maximize 
the  use  of  coal  tar,  but  neither  of  these  has  been  let  to  contract.  In 
several  States,  an  attitude  was  expressed  that  use  of  local  gravel, 
stone,  cement,  or  other  such  construction  materials  would  satisfy  the 
intent  of  the  act  concerning  use  of  “indigenous”  materials. 

In  summary,  the  portions  of  the  act  referring  to  use  of  indigenous 
materials,  in  which  coal-tar-based  products  would  be  included,  has  been 
given  little  emphasis.  Most  highway  departments  in  the  Appalachian 
States  have  shown  little  or  no  interest  in  extending  the  use  of  coal- 
based  products  in  the  Appalachia  development  highway  and  local 
access  road  programs.  Testimony  indicated  that  attempts  to  imple¬ 
ment  pi'o visions  of  sections  201(d)  and  (e)  have  met  with  indifference, 
inaction,  or  apathy  in  practically  all  instances.  The  view  was  ex¬ 
pressed  that  if  the  economic  health  of  the  coal  community  is  to  be 
improved  in  the  construction  of  the  highways  authorized  under  this 
^,ct,  it  will  be  necessary  to  strengthen  the  provisions  of  section  201(d) 
Rmd  (e). 

Section  202.  Demonstration  Health  Projects 

Section  202  of  the  1965  act  authorize  $41  million  for  grants  for  the 
construction  and  equipment  of  multicounty  demonstration  health 
facilities  and  $28  million  for  the  operation  of  such  facilities.  Con¬ 
struction  and  initial  equipment  grants  are  limited  to  no  more  than  80 
percent  of  projects  costs.  Grants  for  100  percent  of  operation  costs 
may  be  made  during  the  first  2  years  a  project  is  in  operation  and  for 
50  percent  of  such  costs  for  the  following  3  years.  The  Congress  has 
appropriated  $20.8  million  for  construction  and  equipment  and  $2.7 
million  for  operating  grants. 

This  program  was  authorized  in  recognition  of  the  unique  problems 
of  providing  health  services  in  the  rural  areas  of  Appalachia  and  be- 
i  cause  adequate  health  facilities  and  services  are  fundamental  to  the 
attraction  of  private  investment.  It  was  to  demonstrate  new  and  im¬ 
proved  techniques  for  the  delivery  of  adequate  health  services  to 
selected  areas  of  Appalachia.  To  achieve  a  thorough  appraisal  of  the 
health  services  in  the  region,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
established,  in  August  of  1965,  a  Health  Advisory  Committee  com- 
1  posed  of  experts  in  the  health  field  to  prepare  an  evaluation  of  the 
health  needs  and  facilities  in  Appalachia  and  to  recommend  criteria 
I  for  projects. 

The  Committee  recommended,  and  the  Commission  adopted,  cri¬ 
teria  and  guidelines  for  the  development  of  section  202  projects  aimed 
.  at  making  comprehensive  health  services  available  for  all  residents 
i  of  a  project’s  service  area.  The  Committee  emphasized  three  major 
concepts — regional  service,  comprehensive  care,  and  demonstration 
of  new  health  service  techniques.  To  meet  these  guidelines,  projects 
|  must  include  health  education,  personal  preventive  services,  diagnostic 
and  therapeutic  services,  rehabilitative  services,  communitywide 
environmental  health  services,  and  provision  for  continuing  care  of 
i  persons  to  encourage  the  development  of  a  continuing  relationship 
i  between  a  patient,  his  physician,  and  other  health  service  personnel. 

Projects  in  North  Carolina,  Ohio,  South  Carolina,  West  Virginia, 

!  and  Kentucky  are  in  an  advanced  stage  of  development.  In  each  of 
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the  project  areas,  careful  surveys  of  medical  needs  have  been  or  are 
being  conducted.  To  overcome  the  shortage  of  health  manpower, 
training  programs  are  planned  for  each  project. 

These  projects  are  being  formulated  and  will  be  administered  by 
bodies  which  represent  a  cross  section  of  the  population  to  be  served 
as  well  as  hospital  administrators,  public  health  officers,  private 
physicians,  public  officials,  and  others.  These  projects  are  designed 
to  insure  the  coordination  of  all  health  facilities  and  services  in  the 
area  and  to  provide  private  physicians  with  a  significant  voice  in  the 
project. 

Section  203.  Appalachian  Land  Stabilization  Program 

Section  203  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  enter  into 
contracts  from  3  to  10  years  in  length  with  landholders  for  conserva¬ 
tion  practices.  Seven  million  dollars  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  1966 
and  $3  million  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1967.  All  of  the  $7 
million  has  been  obligated  and  $3  million  for  fiscal  year  1967  is  expected 
to  be  obligated  by  June  30,  1967. 

While  the  administrative  structure  of  the  program  is  patterned^ 
on  the  agriculture  conservation  program,  its  focus  is  somewhat  ; 
different.  The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  established  the 
policy  of  requiring  the  participating  States  to  develop  State  plans  • 
for  the  use  of  these  funds  designating  target  areas  and  practices  to 
achieve  the  desired  conservation  program.  Such  plans  are  developed 
by  a  committee  which  generally  includes  the  State  member  of  the  | 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  the  Extension  Service,  and  the  Forest  Service. 

Due  to  the  requirement  of  the  Appalachian  Act  that  funds  be  spent 
in  areas  with  significant  potential  for  growth,  the  State  plans  have 
limited  the  program  to  selected  areas  that  would  enhance  agriculture 
potential,  capitalize  on  other  public  investments,  such  as  watershed 
projects,  improve  recreation  opportunities  or  to  serve  the  potential 
of  an  urban  area  through  the  protection  of  its  watershed.  This  has 
resulted  in  plans  being  prepared  for  138  of  the  373  counties  in  Ap¬ 
palachia  for  1966  fiscal  year.  Because  of  the  reduced  appropriation 
for  fiscal  year  1967  fewer  counties  will  be  involved  for  this  year. 


Allocation  and  cost-share  value  of  1966  sec.  203  program. 


State 

Alloca¬ 

tion 

Cost- 

share 

approved 

State 

Alloca¬ 

tion 

Cost- 

share 

approved 

$893, 000 
325, 000 
747, 000 
92, 000 
592, 000 
488, 000 
433, 000 

$885, 640 
314, 428 
695, 935 
91,685 
584,  755 
482,  726 
413, 829 

Pennsylvania _ _ 

$843, 000 
188, 000 
817, 000 
368, 000 
600, 000 

$809, 991 
85,215 
877, 626 
361,  781 
598, 901 

South  Carolina _ _ _ 

Kentucky _ 

Tennessee..  ..  .  _ 

Virginia  _  _ 

West  Virginia _ 

Total _ 

6, 375, 000 

6, 202, 512 
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Number  of  counties  eligible  for  203  funds  under  the  1966  State  plans 


State 

Appa¬ 

lachian 

counties 

Eligible 
for  203 
program 

State 

Appa¬ 

lachian 

counties 

Eligible 
for  203 
program 

Alabama _ 

33 

11 

28 

Georgia _ _ _ 

35 

14 

52 

16 

Kentucky...  _  _  _ 

49 

26 

South  Carolina _ 

6 

Maryland _ 

3 

3 

49 

14 

New  York _ _ _ _ 

13 

e 

Virginia  _ 

21 

7 

North  Carolina... . 

29 

10 

65 

10 

Testimony  presented  to  the  committee  raised  the  question  of  the 
conflict  created  by  the  emphasis  Congress  places  on  the  extensions  of 
assistance  under  this  section  to  “needy”  farmers  and  the  emphasis 
of  the  act  generally  on  “areas  of  potential  growth.” 

From  its  appraisal  of  this  apparent  conflict,  it  is  the  view  of  this 
committee  that  the  emphasis  on  assisting  “needy”  landholders  should 
be  maintained  to  the  extent  that  it  is  consistent  with  the  development  of 
comprehensive  land  treatment  programs  within  given  project  areas 
or  watersheds.  To  achieve  maximum  benefit  from  the  program, 
(however,  increasing  emphasis  should  be  given  to  the  development  of 
such  comprehensive  plans  emphasizing  watershed  protection  and  the 
relation  of  land  treatment  measures  to  other  forms  of  development. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  review  his  current  regulations 
and  modify  them  if  necessary  to  permit  greater  flexibility  for  the 
States  and  local  ACP  committees  in  developing  comprehensive  plans 
for  the  use  of  these  funds.  The  Commission  should  approve  plans 
that  will  permit  the  participation  in  the  program  of  cooperating  land- 
owners  who  do  not  meet  the  “needy  farmers”  criteria. 

Section  20/+.  Timber  Development 

Section  204  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965 
authorized  $5  million  for  the  creation  of  timber  development  organi¬ 
zations.  which  would  provide  improved  management,  harvesting,  and 
marketing  of  forest  products  for  small  woodlot  owners. 

Before  implementing  this  section,  the  Commission,  in  collaboration 
with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  contracted  with  a  timber  management 
consultant  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of  establishing  timber  devel¬ 
opment  organizations  within  the  limitations  of  section  204.  This 
study  suggested  that  timber  development  organizations  as  envisioned 
when  the  act  was  passed  may  not  be  a  feasible  solution  to  the  problem 
of  improving  timber  management  in  the  region.  The  Forest  Service 
is  now  undertaking  several  pilot  projects  to  test  this  conclusion.  The 
first  of  these  is  underway  in  Tennessee  and  negotiations  are  in  progress 
for  additional  projects  in  Kentucky  and  New  York. 

It  is  expected  that  the  study  underway  in  Tennessee  will  be  com¬ 
pleted  by  May  1967,  and  the  other  two  studies  completed  in  the 
ensuing  months. 

Section  205.  Mine  Area  Restoration 

The  1965  act  included  provisions  for  the  rehabilitation  of  lands 
damaged  by  coal  mining  practices.  Section  205  of  the  1965  act 
authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  provide  assistance  to  the 
States  for  sealing  and  filling  abandoned  coal  mines,  reclaiming  and 
rehabilitating  areas  damaged  by  surface  mining,  planning,  and 
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executing  projects  for  extinguishing  underground  and  outcrop  mine 
fires,  and  to  expand  and  accelerate  fish  and  wildlife  restoration 
projects  in  the  region.  The  Secretary  was  also  directed  to  conduct 
a  comprehensive  study  of  strip  and  surface  mining  in  the  United 
States  and  to  submit  recommendations  to  the  President  for  a  program 
of  reclamation  for  such  lands.  This  study  is  to  be  submitted  by  the 
President  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  July  1,  1967.  The  Secretary 
was  also  required  by  this  section  to  submit  an  interim  report  to  the 
Commission  on  the  findings  of  the  study  pertinent  to  the  Appalachian 
region.  This  report  was  submitted  June  30,  1966. 

Thirty-six  million  dollars  was  authorized  for  these  purposes,  of 
which  $24.85  million  has  been  appropriated. 

This  program  to  prevent  subsidence  and  to  extinguish  and  control 
mine  fires  was  included  in  the  act  at  the  specific  request  of  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Pennsylvania  which  is  afflicted  by  these  problems,  both 
in  the  anthracite  region  in  eastern  Pennsylvania  and  in  the  bitumi¬ 
nous  area  aroimd  Pittsburgh.  Surface  mining  is,  of  course,  earned  on 
in  most  States  of  the  region  and  surface  mine  reclamation  projects 
have  been  approved  in  Ohio  and  Tennessee.  With  the  exception  of 
these  projects,  however,  all  of  the  funds  approved  by  the  Commission 
under  this  section  have  been  approved  for  projects  in  Pennsylvania. 

As  with  other  Appalachian  projects,  mine  fire,  strip  mine,  and 
subsidence  projects  generally  serve  areas  having  significant  potential 
for  future  growth,  set  forth  in  a  State  investment  plan.  The  projects 
are  designed  to  provide  economic  development  by  eliminating  the 
danger  of  subsidence,  heat,  or  escaping  gases  from  mine  fires,  and 
by  restoring  lands  suitable  for  development.  Mining  area  restoration 
projects  not  serving  areas  where  growth  is  expected  are  considered 
where  it  is  shown  that  such  projects  will  provide  opportunities  for 
employment  derived  from  recreational  development  in  the  project 
areas. 

The  Commission  has  approved  28  mine  fire  and  subsidence  projects 
in  Pennsylvania.  The  total  cost  of  these  is  now  estimated  at 
$22,595,000,  of  which  the  75-percent  Federal  share  is  $16,946,250. 
Additional  Pennsylvania  projects  are  pending  which  will  require 
another  $1.8  million  in  Federal  funds  and  the  State  has  identified 
projects  which  would  require  in  excess  of  $35  million  of  Federal  funds 
at  the  present  matching  ratio. 

Seven  strip  mine  reclamation  projects  have  been  approved,  which, 
in  total,  will  require  $992,820  in  Federal  funds.  The  total  cost  of 
these  projects  is  $1,229,447.  With  the  exception  of  one  project 
adjacent  to  the  Pittsburgh  Airport,  all  of  these  projects  have  been 
related  to  recreational  development. 

Section  206.  Water  Resources  Survey 

Section  206  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965 
authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  consultation  with  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Commission  and  all  appropriate  Federal  and  State 
agencies,  to  prepare  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  development  and 
efficient  utilization  of  the  water  and  related  resources  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  region  as  an  integral  and  harmonious  component  of  the  regional 
economic  development  program  for  Appalachia.  Under  the  leadership 
of  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  located 
in  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  substantial  progress  has  been  made  to  achieve  this 
objective. 
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Five  million  dollars  was  authorized  for  the  survey,  and  $3  million 
has  been  appropriated. 

The  survey  of  Appalachia’s  water  resources  has  been  guided  by 
the  Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia 
(WDCCA)  organized  in  September  1965,  comprised  of  representatives 
from  the  Appalachian  States,  Federal  agencies,  and  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission. 

The  plan  of  survey  for  the  overall  study  has  been  prepared  and 
adopted  by  the  WDCCA.  The  plan  of  survey  outlines  the  scope  of 
the  total  job.  The  work  programs  of  the  participating  States  and 
Federal  agencies  are  defined,  and  a  schedule  for  their  completion  is 
made.  The  plan  of  survey  stresses  the  need  to  formulate  the  water 
resources  plan  for  the  region  that  complements  the  overall  develop¬ 
ment  plans  being  prepared  by  each  of  the  Appalachian  States,  and  to 
identify  water  resource  projects  with  great  economic  development 
potential. 


The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  developed  procedures  for  water  resource 
planning  evaluation  in  Appalachia.  These  procedures  measure  the 
full  range  of  developmental  benefits  that  may  flow  from  the  provision 
of  water  resource  goods  and  services.  These  procedures  will  permit 
a  sharper  identification  of  all  the  benefits  required  to  determine 
individual  project  justification. 

Each  of  the  Appalachian  States  has  furnished  to  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  its  appraisal  of  the  critical  water  resource  problems  within 
the  State  that  are  considered  crucial  for  economic  development. 
The  district  offices  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  completed  initial 
reports  outlining  priority  water  resource  development  potential  and 
needs  including  suggested  projects.  These  projects  are  now  being 
studied  by  the  Federal  agencies  and  the  States  to  determine  priority 
projects  for  which  authorization  will  be  sought  as  part  of  the  com¬ 
prehensive  plan. 

It  is  understood  that  the  overall  study  will  be  comprised  of  a 
series  of  about  10  subregional  reports  outlining  the  framework  for 
the  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  and  related  resources  of 
a  subregion.  These  subregions  are  groupings  of  State-designated 
planning  areas.  Projects  to  be  recommended  for  early  congressional 
authorization  will  be  detailed  and  presented  in  the  overall  final  report 
for  the  study  as  well. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  study  will  be  completed  for  submission 
to  Congress  by  December  31,  1968. 


Section  211.  Vocational  Education  Facilities 


Congress  authorized  $16  million  in  section  211  of  the  Appalachian 
Act.  Of  this  amount  $8  million  was  appropriated  in  fiscal  1966  and 
$8  million  in  fiscal  1967.  These  sums  are  in  addition  to  the  sums 
provided  its  Appalachian  States  under  the  Vocational  Education  Act 
i  of  1963. 

As  of  January  1,  1967,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  had 
approved  31  vocational  education  projects  using  a  total  of  $7,544,000 
in  section  211  funds,  while  another  28  projects  requesting  a  total  of 
;  $9,725,500  is  now  under  review  at  the  Commission  and  in  the  State 
education  departments. 

These  funds  have  served  to  fulfill  two  of  the  greatest  needs  in  the 
Appalachian  region:  To  upgrade  the  skills  of  those  unemployed  and 
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to  provide  skills  to  those  about  to  enter  the  labor  force.  In  addition, 
the  vocational  education  program  in  Appalachia  is  providing  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  job  training  for  those  who  live  in  the  more  remote  and 
isolated  sections  of  the  region. 

Section  211  funds  have  been  essential  to  not  only  continuing  voca¬ 
tional  education  plans  in  the  States,  but  accelerating  them  or  (as  in  the 
case  of  Kentucky)  initiating  new  construction  plans. 

The  approved  projects  utilizing  section  211  funds  will  provide  a 
variety  of  skills  for  15,600  new  students  annually.  Section  211 
projects  now  under  review  will  provide  facilities  for  another  18,000 
students  annually.  Taken  together,  all  vocational  education  projects 
constructed  with  funds  from  sections  211  and  214  will  provide  new  and 
expanded  facilities  for  almost  45,000  students  annually. 

The  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963,  which  section  211  increases, 
provided  Appalachia  with  $6  million  in  construction  funds  in  fiscal 
1965,  $10  million  in  fiscal  1966,  and  it  is  estimated  that  about  $10 
million  will  be  spent  in  the  region  in  fiscal  1967. 

A  survey  of  the  Appalachian  State  vocational  education  directors 
indicates  that  plans  and  applications  are  in  preparation  for  vocational 
education  needs  in  fiscal  1968  requiring  almost  $40  million  in  Federal  * 
grant-in-aid  funds. 

Under  present  authorization  levels  and  apportionment  formulas, 
no  more  than  $8  million  will  be  available  to  the  Appalachian  counties 
in  fiscal  year  1968. 

Through  legislative  or  administrative  means,  several  of  the  States 
authorized  two  or  more  school  districts  to  combine  for  the  financing 
and  sponsorship  of  area  vocational  schools.  This  has  accelerated 
the  pace  of  vocational  school  construction  and  increased  demand  for 
Federal  vocational  education  funds. 

Section  212.  Sewage  Treatment  Works 

Section  212  of  the  Appalachian  Act  authorizes  $6  million  for  grants 
for  the  construction  of  sewage  treatment  facilities  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  Three  million  dollars  were 
appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1966  and  $3  million  in  fiscal  year  1967. 
These  funds  are  in  addition  to  the  sums  provided  the  Appalachian 
States  under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

As  of  January  1,  1967,  the  Commission  had  approved  11  sewage 
treatment  projects  using  a  total  of  $1,908,810  in  section  212  funds. 
Another  16  projects  requesting  a  total  of  $2,631,053  are  under  review  1 
at  the  Commission,  in  the  regional  offices  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Administration,  or  in  the  States. 

The  committee  understands  that  section  212  funds  have  been  used 
at  a  slow  rate  due  to  the  fact  that  a  State’s  212  allocation  is  not  used 
until  its  allotment  of  Federal  funds  under  the  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  has  been  committed  to  projects  and  sent  to  the  regional  offices 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration.  This  has 
meant  that  it  has  been  late  in  the  fiscal  year  when  section  212  funds 
have  been  committed  to  projects. 

Amendments  to  Housing  Act  of  196 f 

Section  213  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965 
amended  section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964  to  authorize  grants, 
at  75  percent  of  the  costs,  to  the  Commission  for  comprehensive 
planning  for  the  region,  and  to  the  States  for  planning  Appalachian 
programs. 
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Under  the  authority  of  this  section,  planning  grants  have  been 
approved  for  the  Commission  and  several  of  the  Appalachian  States. 
North  Carolina,  Tennessee,  New  York,  Ohio,  and  Alabama  are  receiv¬ 
ing  funds  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  State  investment  plans, 
including  special  studies  of  Appalachian  problems. 

In  addition,  the  Commission  has  received  a  section  701  grant  to 
support  a  long-range  study  and  planning  effort  directed  at  the  central 
Appalachian  area  of  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  Virginia,  and  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  This  program  will  be  administered  by  the  Commission  staff 
in  conjunction  with  the  representatives  of  the  States  involved. 


Supplemental  Grant-in-Aid  Program, 


Section  214  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965 
authorized  $90  million  for  supplemental  grants  to  enable  the  States, 
local  governments,  and  other  applicants  to  take  full  advantage  of 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  or  the  acquisition  of  land,  authorized  on  or  before  March  9, 
1965,  the  effective  date  of  the  act.  Supplemental  grants  may  increase 
the  Federal  share  of  the  project  costs  authorized  under  a  basic  grant- 
in-aid  program  to  a  maximum  of  80  percent  of  the  costs.  Forty-five 
million  dollars  were  appropriated  for  fiscal  1966  and  $30  million  for 
fiscal  1967. 

As  of  January  1,  1967,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  had 
approved  221  supplemental  grants  totaling  $35  million.  Two  hundred 
and  twenty-nine  projects  requesting  $39  million  in  214  funds  are  now 
under  review  at  the  Commission  or  in  the  States.  Most  of  these  450 
projects,  representing  a  total  cost  of  $350  million,  are  of  six  types: 
hospitals,  higher  education,  vocational  education,  sewage  treatment, 
libraries,  and  airports. 

In  1964  and  1965,  testimony  presented  to  the  committee  in  support 
of  supplements  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  established  that 
eligible  applicants  in  the  region  had  been  unable  to  provide  the 
necessary  matching  funds  to  take  full  advantage  of  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs.  The  effect  of  the  section  214  program  can  be  seen  by 
a  comparison  of  Federal  money  spent  in  the  region  in  fiscal  1965  (when 
no  214  funds  were  available)  and  fiscal  1966  (when  they  were)  (table 

I). 

Table  I. — Public  facilities  construction  expenditures  in  Appalachia,  for  six  selected 
programs,  fiscal  years  1965  and  1966 


Program  type 


Libraries _ 

Vocational  education 

Higher  education - 

Sewage  treatment _ 

Hospitals _ 

Airports _ 

Total . . 


Fiscal 

Basic 

State  and 

214 

year 

Total  cost 

Federal 

local  funds 

supplemental 

funds 

1965 

$5,  747, 972 

$2, 054, 974 

$3, 227, 895 

1966 

8,  834,917 

3,  736,  887 

3, 105,  575 

$1, 992, 455 

1965 

16,210,914 

6, 157,  296 

10, 053,  618 

1966 

32. 462,  723 

13,696,215 

14,  691,  563 

4,  074,  945 

1965 

79.  658,  575 

18,  950,  993 

60,  707,  582 

1966 

186,  030,  893 

43,  662,  098 

133, 401,  597 

8, 967, 198 

1965 

46,  461,  844 

11,829,037 

33,  817,  457 

1966 

48,  058,  025 

13,  612,113 

28,  716,  636 

5, 300,  276 

1965 

56,  234, 333 

18,  209,  797 

38,  024,  530 

1966 

68, 157,  298 

25, 131,  005 

36,  295,  581 

6,  730,  712 

1965 

15,  869, 140 

7,  934,  570 

7,  934,  570 

1966 

21,  288,  544 

10,  644,  272 

9, 842,  673 

801,599 

1965 

i  220, 182,  778 

65, 136,  667 

153,  765,  658 

1966 

2  364, 832, 400 

110,  482,  590 

226,  053,  625 

27, 867, 185 

1  Includes  grants  made  under  APW. 

2  Includes  grants  made  under  EDA. 
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In  fiscal  1965,  $65  million  in  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds,  covering 
the  six  major  programs  noted  above,  were  spent  in  the  region.  In 
fiscal  1966,  $27.8  million  in  section  214  funds  supplemented  $110.5 
million  from  those  same  six  programs— an  increase  of  $45.4  million. 
In  both  fiscal  years  the  basic  Federal  grant-in-aid  percentage  of  total 
project  costs  continued  at  an  average  29  percent. 

Section  214  has  proved  to  be  “seed  money,”  not  only  in  relation  to 
other  Federal  funds,  but  in  the  attraction  of  State  funds  as  well. 
While  it  is  still  too  early  to  compile  definitive  data  on  this  point,  pre¬ 
liminary  indications  are  that  State  legislatures  in  the  region  are  being 
asked  to  provide  greater  amounts  of  State  funds  to  help  match  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs. 

On  the  basis  of  grants  approved  as  of  January  1,  1967,  each  dollar 
of  section  214  money  has  accounted  for  $1.85  in  other  Federal  funds, 
and  has  attracted  a  $1.90  in  State  and  local  money,  or  a  total  of  $4.75 
in  all  projects,  as  indicated  in  table  II.  Section  214  funds  have  ac¬ 
counted  for  an  average  of  21  percent  of  total  project  costs. 


Table  II. — Approved  214  projects  as  of  Jan.  1,  1967 


Program  type 

Number 

of 

projects 

Total  cost 

Sec.  214 

Basic 

State 

Local 

Libraries _ 

29 

$9,  087, 580 

$2,  483, 512 

$3,  410,  641 

$52, 014 

$3, 141, 412 

Vocational  education. 

44 

26,  464,  680 

6, 148,  005 

1  13,  668,  294 

2,296,976 

4, 351, 405 

Higher  education . 

37 

51,  889,  043 

9,  741,  879 

16,717,517 

11,820,883 

13,  608,  764 

Sewage  treatment _ 

31 

20, 351,  621 

5,  26S,  289 

J  6, 011, 196 

1, 960,  460 

7,111, 676 

Hospitals _ 

51 

42,  548,  238 

7,  532,  798 

18, 250, 902 

1,  490,  562 

15,  273, 974 

Airports _ 

11 

4, 106, 120 

914,  971 

2, 007, 868 

256,  000 

927, 281 

Other _ _ 

18 

13,  772, 063 

2, 907, 913 

6, 886, 797 

2,  461, 131 

1,  516, 220 

Grant  total..... 
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168, 219, 345 

34, 997, 369 

66, 953, 215 

20, 338, 026 

45, 930, 733 

i  Includes  $7,544,017—211  funds. 
*  Includes  $1 ,908,810 — 212  funds. 


Less  than  a  third  of  the  supplemental  grants  approved  by  the 
Commission  have  raised  the  Federal  grant  to  80  percent  of  project 
costs.  This  judicious  use  of  these  funds  based  on  the  need  of  the 
applicants  is  a  tribute  to  the  States  and  the  Commission. 

Moreover,  within  the  States,  supplemental  grant  funds  have  been 
a  key  element  in  the  implementation  of  State  investment  plans. 
Alabama,  for  instance,  as  table  III  shows,  has  concentrated  almost 
all  of  its  section  214  money  in  the  area  of  higher  education.  Maryland 
has  used  its  funds  almost  entirely  for  the  expansion  of  hospital  facilities 
The  majority  of  Georgia’s  funds  under  this  section  have  supple¬ 
mented  projects  which  will  eliminate  water  pollution  in  the  major 
river  and  water  shortages  areas  in  northern  Georgia.  Kentucky’s 
plan  detailed  a  4-year  investment  schedule  using  almost  all  of  its 
section  214  money  in  the  construction  of  vocational  education  fa¬ 
cilities  in  its  eastern  counties.  Thirteen  of  these  schools  have  been 
funded  and  are  now  nearing  completion,  eight  more  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  and  funded,  three  are  pending  at  the  Commission,  and  nine 
more  are  planned  for  fiscal  1968. 
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Alabama . . - . — . 

Georgia _ 

Kentucky...  - 

Maryland...  _  _ 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina _ 

Ohio _  _ 

Pennsylvania _ 

South  Carolina _ 

Tennessee _ 

Virginia...  _ 

West  Virginia _ 

Total . . . . 
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Section  302.  Local  Development  Districts  and  Research 

Section  302  of  the  act  authorized  $5.5  million  for  grants  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  local  development  districts  and  to  provide 
funds  for  research  and  demonstration  projects  which  will  further 
the  purposes  of  the  act.  $2,500,000  was  appropriated  in  fiscal  year 
1966,  and  $2,750,000  in  fiscal  year  1967  to  carry  out  the  section. 
The  Commission  has  allotted  $3.3  million  of  these  funds  for  the  local 
development  district  program  and  the  balance  for  studies  and  research. 

Under  section  301  of  the  act,  the  Governors  of  the  Appalachian 
States  may  certify  local  development  districts  to  the  Commission. 
The  local  development  district  program  was  included  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  bill  to  provide  a  means  for  consolidating  planning  and  financial 
resources  in  the  areas  of  the  region  where  dispersed  popidations  have 
made  the  development  of  adequate  public  services  and  facilities  very 
difficult.  It  was  hoped  that  this  device  would  help  to  promote 
multicountry  cooperation  in  the  planning  and  provision  of  public 
services  and  facilities  which  could  not  be  supported  by  the  tax  base 
of  a  single  county  or  municipality.  The  provision  of  trained  personnel 
to  assist  local  leaders  in  development  programs  was  viewed  as  an 
additional  benefit.  The  requirement  that  development  districts  be 
certified  by  a  Governor  or  Governors  was  designed  to  lend  further 
assistance  to  the  chief  executives  of  the  States  in  carrying  out  their 
responsibilities  under  the  act. 

To  assist  the  States  in  the  initial  phase  of  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  to  do  the  planning  and  project  preparation  required  of  them, 
and  to  encourage  the  development  of  a  well-organized  and  coordinated 
system  of  development  districts,  the  Commission  established  the  policy 
of  limiting  administrative  expense  grants  during  the  first  year  of  the 
program  to  State-sponsored  institutions  with  the  proviso  that  a  pri¬ 
mary  function  of  such  units  would  be  the  planning,  generation,  and 
organization  of  truly  local  development  organizations. 

Each  of  the  12  States  applied  for  assistance  in  accordance  with  this 
policy,  and  development  districts  supported  by  302  grants  and  State 
matching  funds  have  been  established  in  all  of  the  States.  The  com¬ 
position  of  these  institutions  varies  widely  according  to  the  size  of 
the  State’s  area  within  the  region,  the  history  of  local  planning  orga¬ 
nizations  within  the  State,  the  capabilities  of  State  planning  agencies, 
and  the  views  of  the  Governor  as  to  the  proper  means  for  assisting 
local  development  efforts. 

A  number  of  States  have  established  offices  within  their  Appalachian 
area  designed  to  serve  multicounty  areas  designated  by  the  Governor. 
West  Virginia,  North  Carolina,  Georgia,  Ohio,  Maryland,  and  South 
Carolina  all  have  local  development  agencies  outside  of  the  State  capitol 
supported  by  302  funds.  The  other  States  are  working  toward  the 
establishment  of  such  offices. 

Section  302(a)(2)  authorizes  funds  for  investigation,  research 
studies,  and  demonstration  projects.  The  Commission  has  not  al¬ 
located  these  funds  on  a  State-by-State  basis  for  this  purpose  but  has 
approved  research  and  demonstration  projects,  largely  under  Com¬ 
mission  management,  designed  to  increase  the  information  available 
to  the  Commission  for  its  own  use,  and  to  facilitate  the  planning  re¬ 
quired  of  the  States  by  the  act  and  by  Commission  resolutions.  Sec¬ 
tion  302  funds  have  supported  the  staff  of  the  Health  Advisory  Com- 
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mittee  described  under  section  202,  and  retained  a  highway  consultant, 
among  others. 

Because  of  its  strategic  location  and  attractive  terrain,  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region  is  often  viewed  as  a  mecca  for  tourists  and  recreation 
is  considered  by  many  to  be  the  key  to  its  economic  future.  In 
order  to  obtain  a  tangible  and  precise  appraisal  of  the  role  of  recreation 
in  economic  development,  the  Commission  contracted  with  an  eco¬ 
nomic  consultant  to  study  this  potential.  This  study,  which  was 
completed  in  November  1966,  suggests  that  investments  and  recre¬ 
ational  projects  may  be  desirable  from  a  social  or  esthetic  point  of 
view  but  that  the  low  wages  and  second  employment  patterns  which 
are  characteristic  of  recreational  facilities,  render  recreation  a  very 
junior  partner  in  an  economic  development  effort. 

The  Commission  has  undertaken  a  number  of  other  studies  to 
develop  information  on  public  facilities  in  the  region,  and  an  inventory 
of  economic  and  demographic  data  available  from  a  variety  of  sources. 
The  Commission  has  also  collaborated  on  a  number  of  research 
projects  required  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  the 
section  206  study.  These  have  been  funded  jointly. 

CONCLUSION  OF  PROGRAM  REVIEW 

The  foregoing  confirms  the  promise  and  hopes  which  were  placed 
on  the  Appalachian  program  when  it  was  considered  by  this  com¬ 
mittee  in  1964  and  1965.  There  has  been  a  full  demonstration  of  the 
feasibility  and  practicability  of  the  approach  taken.  The  achieve¬ 
ments  to  date  give  full  promise  for  great  success. 

It  is  worthy  of  comment  that  during  the  course  of  the  hearings  no 
adverse  criticism  was  levied  at  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission, 
the  States,  or  the  Federal  agencies  involved  in  the  programs. 

A  number  of  private  witnesses  representing  the  business,  educa¬ 
tional,  labor,  and  religious  leadership  of  Appalachia  did  ask  that  the 
committee  consider  additional  programs  which  would  concern  them¬ 
selves  with  the  development  of  human  resources.  The  committee 
concurs  in  their  belief  that  Appalachia  is  as  much  the  people  of  the 
region  as  it  is  a  physical  phenomenon.  Aside  from  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  expenditures  during  the  first  2  years  of  the  program  have  been 
largely  concerned  with  health  and  education.  S.  602,  as  amended, 
gives  further  evidence  of  congressional  concern  by  providing  additional 
programs  oriented  directly  to  the  people  of  the  region. 

Increasing  national  demand  for  goods  and  services  has  absorbed  to 
an  increasingly  greater  extent  the  manpower  and  resources  of  the 
Appalachian  region.  This  has  led  to  the  suggestion  that  the  need  for 
a  regional  development  program  has  abated.  This  is  a  judgment  in 
which  this  committee  cannot  concur.  While  economic  growth  has 
not  totally  bypassed  the  Appalachian  region,  decades  of  neglect  and 
deterioration  are  not  to  be  corrected  overnight.  Until  they  are 
overcome,  the  region  cannot  make  its  full  potential  contribution  to 
national  output  and  wealth.  The  region  presently  imposes  a  dispro¬ 
portionate  drain  on  the  national  economy  through  the  need  for 
welfare  payments,  and  the  current  state  of  its  development  bars  it 
from  adding  to  the  national  product  the  fu|ll  potential  of  its  human 
and  other  resources. 
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While  unemployment  in  the  Appalachian  region  has  fallen  substan¬ 
tially  since  the  President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  was 
organized  in  1963,  a  significant  disparity  in  this  regard  still  prevails 
between  the  Appalachian  region  and  the  national  average.  The  most 
recent  available  estimates  show  unemployment  in  the  region  more 
then  15  percent  greater  than  the  national  average.  This  overall 
figure  obscures  the  fact  that  there  are  places  in  the  region  in  which 
unemployment  is  seven  to  eight  times  the  national  average,  and  nu¬ 
merous  instances  exist  in  which  the  national  average  is  exceeded  four  to 
five  times. 

More  importantly,  the  gap  between  income  in  the  Appalachian 
region  and  the  national  average  cited  by  the  President’s  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  has  not  been  narrowed,  and,  in  fact,  despite  the 
great  vitality  of  the  national  economy,  Appalachian  per  capita  income 
has  barely  maintained  the  same  relative  position  compared  to  the 
national  figure  that  existed  in  1963.  If  in  a  period  of  active  demand 
for  resources  the  region  was  barely  able  to  hold  its  own,  it  is  clear  that 
national  prosperity,  by  itself,  will  not  solve  the  problems  of  the  region. 
Thus,  while  unemployment  has  dropped  in  the  region,  both  through 
a  growth  in  employment  and  continued  out  migration  due  to  man¬ 
power  demands  elsewhere  in  the  country,  the  income  available  to  the 
people  of  the  region  relative  to  the  Nation  has  not  increased. 

Beyond  this  appraisal  of  continuing  economic  need,  the  simple  fact 
is  that  a  remedial  effort  of  the  scope  required  to  build  a  sound 
economic  base  in  this  region  requires  an  effort  of  the  States  and  their 
local  governments  in  a  magnitude,  relative  to  their  resources,  sub¬ 
stantially"  greater  than  for  the  more  affluent  sections  of  our  country. 

Section  221  of  the  Appalachian  Act  requires  that  the  States  maintain 
their  financial  efforts  in  their  Appalachian  areas  to  insure  that  the 
special  Federal  assistance  provided  does  not  replace  State  funds  which 
would  otherwise  be  used.  The  reports  required  by  the  Commission 
in  satisfaction  of  the  act  indicate  clearly  that  the  Appalachian  States 
are  making  a  major  effort  in  then’  own  behalf.  Expenditures  of  the 
States  in  the  Appalachian  region  have  increased  18  percent  over  the 
average  expenditures  for  the  base  period  1963-64. 

MAJOR  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL  AS  REPORTED 

While  the  concept  of  Appalachia  as  a  working  partnership  between 
the  States  and  the  Federal  Government  has  proven  itself  in  the  2 
years  the  program  has  been  in  existence,  experience  has  indicated  the 
need  for  adjustments  to  facilitate  its  operation. 

The  bill,  as  reported,  contains  no  sweeping  changes  hi  the  original 
legislation.  The  basic  structure  of  the  Commission  and  the  under¬ 
lying  philosophy  of  State-Federal  cooperation  remain  unchanged. 

Additional  Federal  programs  will  be  included  under  the  umbrella 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  Among  these  are  technical 
assistance  grants  and  loans  to  encourage  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing  under  the  provisions  of  section  221  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1954,  the  extension  of  the  availability  of  planning  money  under 
section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  to  the  so-called  local  develop¬ 
ment  districts,  timber  products  research,  the  development  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  for  mine  acid  pollution  control  and  cultural  program  assistance. 
These  and  other  modifications  are  explained  in  the  comparison  sum¬ 
mary  and  section-bv-  ection  analysis  which  appear  later  in  this  report. 
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AUTHORIZATION  CHANGES 

S.  602  does  not  substantially  expand  the  activities  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program.  The  bill  as  reported  authorizes  the  appropriation 
of  $273,650,000,  exclusive  of  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway 
System,  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  The  1965 
act  authorized  an  appropriation  of  $252,400,000  for  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1967. 

The  major  portion  of  this  increase  results  from  the  inclusion  of 
four  new  programs — hardwood  timber  product  research,  technical 
assistance  for  housing,  the  development  of  a  mine  acid  pollution 
control  program,  and  cultural  program  assistance. 

The  Appalachian  highway  program  authorization  which  extends 
through  June  30,  1971,  would  be  increased  by  $175  million. 

APPROPRIATION  OF  FUNDS 

The  primary  change  recommended  by  S.  602  provides  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  the  President.  It  is  expected  that  the 
President  will  carry  out  the  authorized  programs  by  transferring  the 
appropriate  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairmen  for  disposition  in 
accordance  with  this  legislation. 

As  introduced,  the  legislation  would  have  provided  for  appropriation 
of  all  funds  authorized  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  for 
subsequent  transfer  to  operating  agencies  of  the  Government  to  carry 
out  authorized  programs.  This  approach  to  funding  the  Appalachian 
program  was  considered  as  a  means  for  achieving  a  consolidated  review 
of  the  program  in  the  appropriations  process.  Under  the  authority 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  the  appropria¬ 
tion  requests  for  program  funds  have  been  submitted  within  several 
departmental  budgets.  Only  funds  to  cover  its  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  have  been  appropriated  directly  to  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission.  Based  on  the  experience  of  the  past  2  years,  especially 
in  view  of  the  modest  nature  of  the  program  when  broken  down  into 
its  constituent  elements,  the  inclusion  of  appropriation  requests  for 
particular  Appalachian  programs  in  the  larger  budgets  of  the  executive 
departments  which  are  responsible  for  implementing  the  individual 
programs,  has  deprived  the  Commission  of  the  ability  to  propose 

(prepare,  present,  and  fight  for  the  money  it  needs  to  make  the  total 
program  work. 

Originally  direct  appropriations  to  the  Commission  was  suggested 
as  a  way  to  bring  about  a  more  effective  and  comprehensive  presenta¬ 
tion  of  the  program  in  the  appropriations  process.  The  testimony 
received  by  the  committee  from  the  State  and  Federal  Cochairmen  of 
the  Commission  indicated  clearly  that  this  provision  is  not  intended 
to  change  the  administrative  structure  of  the  program;  neither  is  it 
intended  to  make  the  Commission  an  operating  agency,  nor  is  the 
responsibility  for  implementing  the  basic  action  programs  authorized 
by  the  act  to  be  removed  from  the  appropriate  Departments  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  Committee  found  that  the  appropriation  of  program  funds 
directly  to  the  Commission  could  create  a  management  problem  within 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government,  because  of  the 
precedent  which  would  thereby  be  established  of  appropriating  funds 
to  agencies  not  totally  responsible  to  Federal  authority. 

76-891 — 67 - 4 


24  REVISING  THE  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

The  committee  has  thoroughly  considered  the  issues  involved  in 
the  authorization  of  direct  appropriations  to  the  Commission.  It 
is  in  sympathy  with  the  view  that  appropriations  for  the  Appalachian 
program  should  be  sought  on  a  consolidated  basis.  Similarly,  it  is 
aware  of  the  concern  of  the  President  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
about  fragmentation  of  fiscal  control. 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  most  efficient  operation  of  the  program, 
and  to  accommodate  the  views  of  all  parties  on  this  issue,  the  bill 
reported  by  the  committee  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  all  funds 
authorized  by  the  act,  except  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  Commission’s 
administrative  expenses,  to  the  President. 

From  discussions  with  the  Executive  Branch,  it  is  the  Committee’s 
understanding  that  funds  appropriated  to  the  President  to  carry  out 
the  act  will  be  transferred  by  him  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  of  the 
Commission  for  further  allocation  among  the  Federal  agencies  and 
departments  authorized  to  carry  out  the  programs  authorized  by 
the  act  and  for  grants  to  the  Commission  for  administrative  expenses 
of  local  development  districts  and  for  research.  This  procedure  is 
viewed  by  the  committee  as  a  device  for  achieving  a  single  review  of 
the  program  in  the  appropriations  process  without  establishing  the 
precedent  of  appropriating  program  funds  directly  to  a  Federal-State 
commission. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  Committee  continues  to  authorize  direct 
appropriations  to  the  Commission  for  the  Federal  share  of  its  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  so  as  to  further  emphasize  the  Federal  Government’s 
commitment  to  its  partnership  with  the  State  members. 

PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

Another  amendment  to  the  1965  act  would  give  the  Commission 
itself  the  authority  to  approve  programs  and  projects.  This  change 
likewise  appears  necessary  if  the  program  is  to  fulfill  the  promise 
it  now  holds  for  the  revitalization  of  the  Appalachian  region.  The 
State-Federal  partnership  created  by  this  act  is  such  that  once  any 
State  involved  has  requested  a  particular  project — -and  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  including  the  Federal  Cochairman — reviews  and  approves  it  as 
meeting  the  applicable  criteria  of  the  act,  there  is  no  reason  for  the 
Federal  agency  carrying  out  the  Federal  portion  of  the  program  or 
any  other  Federal  agency  to  have  the  final  word  on  whether  or  not 
the  program  will  in  fact  become  a  reality.  This  program  was  under¬ 
taken  in  1965,  in  part,  as  an  experiment  in  creative  federalism. 
It  was  looked  at  as  a  test  of  the  ability  of  State  governments  to  more 
adequately  meet  their  needs.  If  they  are  to  do  this,  it  seems  to  the 
committee  that  they  must  be  given  the  opportunity  to  make  the 
decisions.  The  Federal  interests  in  these  programs  will  be  properly 
and  fully  protected  by  the  Federal  Cochairman. 

Inclusion  of  Additional  Counties  in  the  Region 

S.  602  recommends’the  addition  of  18  counties  in  Mississippi.  Much 
of  northeastern  Mississippi  shares  common  economic,  social,  and  phys¬ 
ical  characteristics  with  counties  in  the  Appalachian  region.  This 
area  of  Mississippi  exhibits  many  of  the  same  conditions  of  depriva¬ 
tion,  such  as,  unemployment,  educational  lag,  health  needs,  public 
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facilities  shortages  and  lack  of  adequate  access  which  the  Appalachian 
program  is  seeking  to  alleviate  in  the  region. 

In  addition,  two  counties  in  Alabama  would  be  included,  as  well 
as  one  in  New  York. 

To  guard  against  continual  expansion  of  the  region  encompassed 
by  the  Appalachian  program  the  committee  has  recommended  lan- 
gauge  which  provides  that  no  recommendation  for  any  further 
additions  to  the  Appalachian  region  will  be  proposed  or  considered 
by  the  Commission  unless  the  Congress  has  requested  a  study  of  such 
additions. 

AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

As  a  result  of  suggested  amendments  introduced  by  Senator  Fred 
Harris,  of  Oklahoma,  the  committee  considered  and  reported  as  title 
II  of  S.  602,  three  amendments  to  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965.  The  first  is  a  clarifying  amend¬ 
ment  to  insure  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  long-range 
economic  development  plan  to  govern  the  expenditure  of  funds  in 
any  of  the  title  V  regions.  The  second  relates  to  the  allocation  of 
administrative  and  technical  assistance  and  research  funds  to  the 
regional  commissions  established  pursuant  to  title  V  of  that  act. 
The  third  is  a  provision  authorizing  the  appropriation  of  funds  for 
“Supplements  to  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.” 

It  is  the  committee’s  strong  belief  that  the  success  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program  gives  strong  evidence  that  the  other  commissions, 
Ozarks,  Upper  Great  Lakes,  New  England,  Coastal  Plains,  and  Four 
Corners,  will  benefit  greatly  from  the  availability  of  such  funds. 


SUMMARY  OF  APPALACHIAN  PROPOSALS 

Comparison  With  Existing  Provisions  of  Law 
Findings  and  statement  oj  purposes. — No  change. 

Title  I — The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
Section  101.  Membership  and  voting 

No  change. 

Section  102.  Functions  of  Commission 

Section  102,  S.  602 
Repeal  (9)  relating  to  advice  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  on 
grants  of  administrative  expenses 
to  local  development  districts. 

Section  103.  Recommendations 

No  change. 

Section  10  4.  Liaison  between  Federal  Government  and  the  Commission 
No  change. 

Section  105.  Administrative  expenses  of  Commission 

Section  103,  S.  602 
50-50  Federal-State  sharing  of 
expenses. 

(a)  Expenses  of  Federal 
Cochairman,  alternate,  and 
staff  to  be  sole  responsibility 
of  Federal  Government. 

(b)  $400,000  of  $1.7  million 
authorized  for  administrative 
expenses  of  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man,  his  alternate,  and  staff. 

$2.2  million  authorized  for  fiscal  $1.7  million  authorized  for  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967  (an  additional  years  1968  and  1969  to  be  appro- 
$200,000  from  sec.  401  for  Co-  priated  to  the  Commission, 
chairman’s  expenses,  etc.). 


Appropriations  Million » 

Fiscal  year  1966 _ $1.  29 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  1.  10 

Total _ 2.  39 
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Section  106.  Administrative  power  oj  Commission 

Section  104,  S.  602 
(7)  Authority  to  lease  office 
space  through  June  30,  1971. 


No  change. 


Section  107.  Information 
Section  108.  Personal  financial  interests 


No  change. 

Title  II — Special  Appalachian  Programs 
Section  201.  Appalachian  development  highway  system 
(70-30  maximum  matching  ratio) 


Section  105,  S.  602 

(a)  Projects  approved  by  Com-  (a)  Department  of  Transporta- 
merce  following  recommendations  tion  to  carry  out  construction  of 
of  ARC:  2,350  miles,  develop-  2,700  miles  of  developmental  high- 
men  t  highways;  1,000  miles  of  ways  and  2,000  miles  of  access 
local  access  roads.  roads. 

(d)  Deleted  the  words  “mineral 
resource”  so  that  preference  may 
be  applied  to  any  indigenous  ma¬ 
terial  or  product. 

(e)  Amended  to  make  use  of 
coal  and  coal  products  on  10  per¬ 
cent  of  roads  mandatory.  Cur¬ 
rently  permissive. 

(g)  $840  million  authorized  fis-  (g)  Authorization:  $715  million 
cal  years  1966-71.  for  fiscal  years  1968-71.  This  is  in 

addition  to  the  $300  million  which 
has  been  appropriated  for  roads 
and  represents  an  increase  of  $175 
million  over  the  1965  authoriza¬ 
tion;  $140  million  to  total  increase 
for  New  York  development  roads 
and  New  York-Pennsylvania  con¬ 
nection;  $35  million  for  local 
access  road  program. 


Appropriations  Millions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _ $200 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  100 


Total 


300 
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(h)  Advance  construction  of  de¬ 
velopment  highway  projects  with 
possible  Federal  repayment.  Spe¬ 
cific  language  stating  advance 
construction  not  to  be  construed 
as  a  commitment  or  obligation  of 
the  United  States  to  provide  funds. 
Advance  construction  may  not  be 
used  to  increase  total  construction 
authorization. 

Section  202.  Demonstration  health  projects 

Construction. — 80-20  matching  ratio; 

Operations. — 100  percent  Federal  first  2  years  of  grant,  50  percent 
next  3  years ; 

Planning  grants. — 75-25  matching  ratio  (new). 

Section  106,  S.  602 

New  proposal:  Planning  grants 
for  development  and  evaluating 
of  demonstration  health  projects. 

Provides  funds  for  Commission’s 
Advisory  Committee  on  Health. 

Operating  funds  no  longer  lim¬ 
ited  to  facilities  constructed  with 
202  funds. 

Separate  authorizations  for  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  replaced 
by  a  single  authorization  to  cover 
both  as  needed. 

Authorization:  $70  million  for 
fiscal  years  1968  and  1969. 

Total  authorized:  $69  million. 


Appropriations  Motions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _ $21.  0 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  2.  5 


Total _  23.  5 


Section  203.  Land  stabilization,  conservation,  and  erosion  control 

(80-20  matching  ratio) 

Section  107,  S.  602 

$17  million  authorized  fiscal  $19  million  authorized  fiscal 
year,  1966  and  1967.  year  1968  and  1969. 


Appropriations  Millions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _  $7 

Fiscal  year  1967 _ 3 


Total _ _ _ _ _  10 
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Section  20  4.  Timber  development  organization 

Section  108,  S.  602 

$5  million  authorized  fiscal  year  (b)  Adds  $4  million  Appala- 
1966  and  1967.  chian  hardwood  products  research 

program.  The  $1  million  appro¬ 
priated  for  TDO’s  will  remain 
available  until  expended  ($900,000 
unspent  to  date). 


Appropriations  Millions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _ $1 

Fiscal  year  1967 _ 0 

Total _ _ _  1 


Section  205.  Mining  area  restoration 
(75-25  matching  ratio) 

Section  109,  S.  602 

Restoration  projects  costs  may 
include  reasonable  planning,  engi¬ 
neering,  and  land  acquisition  costs. 

Sealing  and  filling  voids  in  coal 
mines  broadened  to  include  oil 
and  gas  wells. 

Strip  mine  reclamation 
broadened  to  include  areas  cov¬ 
ered  with  waste  piles. 

$36.5  million  authorized  fiscal  $39,150  million  authorized  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967.  years  1968  and  1969. 


Appropriations  Millions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _  $17.  35 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  7.  50 


Total _  24.  85 


Section  206.  Water  resource  survey 

Section  110,  S.  602 

Corps  of  Engineers’  report  by 
December  31,  1968. 

$5  million  authorized  fiscal  years  $2  million  authorized  fiscal  years 
1966  and  1967.  ‘  1968  and  1969. 


Appropriations  Millions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _  $1.  5 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  1.  8 


Total _  3.  3 
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Section  207.  Housing  ( new  proposal) 

Section  111,  S.  602 

Program  incentives.  Technical 
assistance  grants  and  loans  to  en¬ 
courage  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing  projects  under  section 
221  of  the  National  Housing  Act. 
Up  to  80  percent  of  cost  with 
revolving  fund. 

$5  million  authorized  for  fiscal 
years  1968  and  1969. 

PART  B - SUPPLEMENTATIONS  AND  MODIFICATIONS  OF  EXISTING 

PROGRAMS 

Section  21 1 .  Vocational  education  facilities 

Section  112,  S.  602 

For  construction. 

Add:  Equipment  for  new  and 
existing  facilities. 

$16  milhon  authorized  for  fiscal  $18  million  authorized  for  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967.  years  1968  and  1969. 


Appropriations  Millions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _  $8 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  8 


Total _  16 


Section  212.  Sewage  treatment  works 

Section  113,  S.  602 

$6  milhon  authorized  fiscal  years 

1966  and  1967  $6  million  authorized  fiscal  years 

1968  and  1969. 


Appropriations  Millions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _  $3 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  3 


Total _  6 


Section  213.  Amendments  to  Housing  Act  of  1954 

Section  114,  S.  602 

Amends  section  701  (a)  and 
(b)  of  Housing  Act  of  1954  to 
include  local  development  dis¬ 
tricts  for  planning  money. 

No  authorization  of  funds 
needed. 
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Section  214-  Supplements  to  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 

Section  115,  S.  602 

Under  this  section,  programs 
to  include  all  future  grant-in-aid 
programs,  the  President  to  pro¬ 
vide  funds  to  the  Federal  Co- 
chairman 

$90  million  authorized  fiscal  $97  million  authorized  for  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967.  years  1968  and  1969. 


Appropriations  Millions 

Fiscal  year  1966 _  $5 

Fiscal  year  1967 _  70 

Total . 75 


Section  215.  Cultural  programs  {new) 

Section  116,  S.  602 

$500,000  for  grants  to  carry 
out  programs  and  projects  which 
meet  the  standards  of  the  National 
Foundation  of  Arts  and  Hu¬ 
manities  Act  of  1965,  to  serve  all 
the  people  of  the  region. 

PART  C. - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Section  221 .  Maintenance  of  effort 

Section  117,  S.  602 

Technical  amendments  to 
clairfy  types  of  expenditures  not 
included  in  measuring  State  effort- 
interstate  Highways  funds  and 
local  funds  excluded. 

Section  222.  Consent  of  States 

No  change. 

Section  223.  Program  implementation 

Section  118,  S.  602 

Redefines  responsibilities  of 
Commission  and  Federal  agencies. 

Commission  judgment  final  re: 
Application  of  act’s  criteria. 

Federal  agencies  responsible  for 
technical  evaluation  of  projects 
and  implementing  programs  and 
projects  approved  by  the  Com¬ 
mission. 


76  S91— 67 
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Section  224.  Program  development  criteria 

Section  119,  S.  602 


(a)  Technical  amendment,  to 
conform  language  to  Commis¬ 
sion’s  authorization  to  approve 
projects  rather  than  recommend 
them. 

(b)  Technical  amendment,  to 
strengthen  and  clarify  antipirat¬ 
ing  provision. 

Title  III — Administration 
Section  301.  Local  development  districts — Certification 
No  change. 


Section  302.  Local  development  districts 


$5.5  million  authorized  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967. 


Section  120,  S.  602 

Add :  Comprehensive  action 
program  for  acid  pollution  control 
report  by  March  31,  1969. 

$13  million  authorized  fiscal 
years  1968  and  1969: 

$10  million  for  administrative 
expenses  of  local  districts  and 
technical  assistance. 

$3  million  for  pollution  control. 

Millions 

$2.  50 
2.  75 


Appropriations 

Fiscal  year  1966 _ 

Fiscal  year  1967 _ 


Total . . . .  5.  25 

Section  303.  Project  approval 

Section  121,  S.  602 

Change  in  language  but  not  of 
substance;  requires  all  applica¬ 
tions  through  the  State  member  of 
the  Commission. 


No  change. 


Section  304 •  Annual  report 
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Title  IV- — Appropriations  and  Miscellaneous  Provisions 
Section  401 .  Authorization  oj  appropriations 

Section  122,  S.  602 

Appropriations  to  President. — 
It  is  expected  that  the  President 
will  transfer  such  funds  to  the 
Federal  Cochairman.  Unexpend¬ 
ed  fiscal  year  1966-67  funds  trans¬ 
ferred  to  President. 

$252.4  million  authorized  fiscal  $273,650  million  authorized  fis- 
years  1966  and  1967.  cal  years  1968  and  1969. 


Fiscal  year  1966. 
Fiscal  year  1967. 

Appropriations 

Millions 

_ $107.  64 

_ _ _  59.  65 

Total.. 

_  167. 29 

$1.7  million  for  commission  ex¬ 
penses  not  included ; 

$7.15  million  for  roads  not 
included. 

No  change. 

Section  402.  Applicable  labor  standards 

Section  403.  Definition  oj  Appalachian  region 


No  change. 

Section  123,  S.  602 

Lamar  and  Pickens  Counties, 
Ala. 

Eighteen  counties  in  Missis¬ 
sippi  pursuant  to  invitation  from 
the  State  members  of  the  Com¬ 
missions.  These  18  counties  make 
up  the  Tombigbee  River  Valley 
Water  Management  District  and 
the  northeast  Mississippi  resource 
conservation  and  development 
project  area. 

Thirteen  counties  added  pur¬ 
suant  to  provisions  in  the  1965 
act,  re  New  York  plus  Schoharie 
County. 

Language  to  prohibit  future 
changes  in  the  regional  definition 
without  prior  request  of  Congress. 

No  change. 

Section  40 4 •  Severability 

Section  4^5.  Termination 

No  change. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 


The  following  analysis  of  S.  602  discusses  all  of  the  recommendations 
contained  in  the  bill  reported  by  the  committee.  It  describes  in  some 
detail  the  modifications  the  committee  believes  are  needed  together 
with  justifications. 

Title  I 

Section  101 

Short  title,  citing  title  I  as  the  “Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  Amendments  of  1967”. 

Section  102 

Functions  of  the  Commission  amend  section  102  of  the  1965  act, 
defining  the  Commission’s  general  functions,  by  eliminating  clause  (9) 
concerning  advice  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  on  applications  for 
grants  for  administrative  expenses  of  local  development  districts. 
This  provision  conforms  section  102  of  the  act  to  the  change  which 
would  be  implemented  by  section  120  of  the  bill,  as  reported,  which 
would  transfer  to  the  Commission  the  authority  now  exercised  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  these  grants. 

Section  108.  Administrative  expenses  of  the  Commission 

This  section  amends  section  105  of  the  act  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $1,700,000  directly  to  the  Commission  to  pay  the  Federal 
Government’s  50  percent  share  of  the  Commission’s  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  and 
the  full  cost  of  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman, 
his  alternate  and  his  staff,  for  the  same  period. 

On  the  basis  of  experience  to  date,  it  is  felt  that  the  Federal  member 
of  the  Commission  should  be  solely  responsible  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Therefore,  the  costs  of  the  Federal  Cochairman  should  be 
borne  entirely  by  the  Federal  Treasury.  The  amount  of  $400,000  is 
authorized  for  this  purpose  for  a  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 
1969.  These  funds  will  support  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate, 
a  staff  of  four  professionals  and  four  secretaries.  In  addition, 
$1,300,000  is  authorized  for  the  Federal  contribution  to  the  support 
of  the  Commission’s  staff  for  this  2-year  period.  These  funds  will 
be  matched  dollar-for-dollar  by  the  States. 

These  funds  will  be  appropriated  directly  to  the  Commission  as 
was  the  case  in  the  1965  act. 

Section  10 4-  Administrative  powers  of  the  Commission 

This  section  amends  section  106  of  the  act,  defining  the  adminis¬ 
trative  powers  of  the  Commission,  to  authorize  the  Commission  to  lease 
office  space  for  any  term  expiring  not  later  than  June  30,  1971. 

Section  105.  Appalachian  development  highway” system 

This  section  makes  a  number  of  substantive  changes  in  section  201 
of  the  1965  act.  It  conforms  subsection  (a)  to  the  line  agency  author¬ 
ity  established  by  other  congressional  action.  The  Secretary  of 
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Transportation  was  substituted  for  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  the 
Federal  officer  responsible  for  assisting  the  States  in  the  construction 
of  the  Appalachian  development  highway  system  and  local  access 
roads  serving  the  region. 

The  mileage  of  the  development  highway  system  is  increased  by 
350  miles  bringing  the  total  authorized  from  2,350  to  2,700  miles. 
This  increase  in  mileage  is  necessary  to  accommodate  the  inclusion 
of  an  East-West  corridor  through  New  York  State  connecting  Erie, 
Pa.,  and  Binghampton,  N.Y.  A  corridor  connecting  Elmira,  N.Y.,  to 
Williamsport,  Pa.,  would  also  be  included  in  this  increase. 

When  Congress  enacted  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  many  of  the  programs  were  based  upon  suggestions  made 
in  the  report  of  the  President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 
This  was  particularly  true  of  the  development  highway  system.  The 
$805  million  authorized  for  this  program  was  based  generally  upon 
specific  corridors  and  estimates  outlined  in  the  PARC  report. 

New  York  State  was  not  included  among  those  studied  in  the  PARC 
report.  However,  in  view  of  New  York’s  subsequent  inclusion  in  the 
region,  the  committee  believes  that  provision  should  be  made  for  a 
development  highway  corridor  in  New  York  State  and  a  connecting 
link  in  Pennsylvania. 

Local  access  road  mileage  would  also  be  increased  from  1,000  to 
2,000  miles  and  “educational  facilities”  would  be  brought  into  the 
definition  of  facilities  for  which  local  access  road  construction  would 
be  permitted. 

A  clarifying  amendment  is  added  which  provides  that  local  access 
roads  will  be  constructed  generally  under  regularly  Federal-aid 
secondary  road  procedures. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  201  is  amended  to  provide  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  would  be  responsible  for  approving  highway  programs  and 
projects  to  be  implemented  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 
Under  the  original  section  201,  as  amended  by  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Act,  the  Commission  would  recommend  projects  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  would 
then  recommend  those  projects  which  he  finds  acceptable  to  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  for  implementation.  The  bill  provides 
that  the  Commission  shall  “transmit  its  designations”  rather  than 
“submit  its  recommendations”  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  for 
general  corridor  locations,  priorities  for  construction  of  development 
highway  segments,  and  local  access  roads,  and  for  other  criteria  for 
the  road  program.  The  need  for  a  State  member  to  consult  with  his 
State  highway  department  as  required  by  the  1965  act  is  retained. 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  201  is  amended  by  the  bill,  as  reported, 
by  omitting  the  provision  that,  with  respect  to  highway  recommenda¬ 
tions,  the  Secretary  shall  have  authority  to  approve  them  in  whole 
or  in  part  or  otherwise  require  modifications  or  revisions  thereof.  A 
clarifying  amendment  specifies  that  the  States  shall  maintain  local 
access  roads  as  well  as  development  highways.  The  maintenance 
requirements  imposed  upon  the  States  would  be  the  same  as  those 
for  Federal-aid  highways  under  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

Subsection  (d)  of  section  201  of  the  act  is  amended  to  permit  the 
States  to  give  special  preference  in  road  construction  to  “materials 
and  products  indigenous”  to  the  region.  The  1965  act  provision 
appears  to  restrict  the  special  preference  to  mineral  resource  materials. 
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This  change  is  recommended  in  view  of  the  fact  that  items  other  than 
mineral  resources  indigenous  to  the  area  are  acceptable  in  road  con¬ 
struction  work.  For  example,  recent  developments  have  made  the 
use  of  hardwood  posts  practicable  for  guard  rail  construction.  In 
addition,  the  committee  wishes  to  make  it  quite  clear  that  local  sand 
and  gravel  are  not  the  kinds  of  indigenous  resources  whose  use  the 
Committee  intended  to  encourage  in  including  the  provision  in  the 
Act. 

Subsection  (e)  of  section  201  of  the  act  is  amended  to  direct  the 
Secretary  to  foster  bona  fide  research  and  development  in  the  use  of 
coal  and  coal  products  by  reqiuring  each  participating  State,  to  use 
coal  derivatives  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  in  the  construction 
of  not  to  exceed  10  percent  of  the  roads  authorized  imder  section  201. 

Testimony  received  by  the  committee  indicates  that  this  section 
as  originally  drawn  was  viewed  as  permissive  and  not  mandatory  and 
that  the  States  have  done  little  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  Congress. 
This  is  disappointing,  since  the  committee  believes  that  adherence 
to  the  requirements  of  this  subsection  holds  the  prospect  for  long-term 
improvements  in  road  construction  techniques  and  materials. 

Subsection  (f)  of  section  201  of  the  act  transfers  to  the  Commission 
itself  the  authority  to  increase  the  Federal  matching  ratio  from  50 
percent  up  to  a  maximum  of  70  percent.  The  original  language  of 
this  section  permitted  the  Commission  to  recommend  and  placed  in 
the  Secretary  the  authority  to  approve  such  an  increase. 

Subsection  (g)  of  section  201  of  the  act  authorizes  $715  million  for 
construction  of  development  highways  and  local  access  roads  for  the 
4-year  period  ending  June  30,  1971;  $300  million  was  appropriated 
for  such  purposes  for  the  period  ending  June  30, 1967.  This  bill  increases 
the  total  highway  authorization  from  $840  million  to  $1,015  billion; 
an  increase  of  $175  million;  $140  million  of  this  $175  million  is  to  assist 
in  the  construction  of  the  Appalachian  Highway  corridor  in  New  York 
and  the  New  York-Pennsyl vania  connection;  $35  million  is  for  the 
Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  the  additional  1,000  miles  of  local  access 
roads  provided  for  in  this  legislation. 

The  bill,  as  reported,  includes  a  new  subsection  (h)  which  permits 
the  Appalachian  States  to  construct  development  highway  projects 
which  meet  Commission  criteria  with  their  own  funds,  under  Federal- 
aid  procedures,  with  the  opportunity  for  reimbursement  as  additional 
funds  are  appropriated  by  the  Congress.  No  commitment  or  obliga¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  is  intended  by  this  advance  con¬ 
struction  authorization  and  such  advance  construction  by  a  State  may 
not  be  used  to  increase  the  mileage  or  the  total  amount  of  authorized 
funds  allocated  by  the  Commission  to  the  State. 

Section  1 06.  Demonstration  health  projects 

This  section  amends  section  202  of  the  act,  to  authorize  an  addi¬ 
tional  $70  million  for  the  demonstration  health  program. 

The  amendment  broadens  section  202  to  authorize  the  use  of  funds 
for  the  acquisition  of  private  facilities  needed  to  provide  an  integrated 
system  of  health  services;  for  the  support  of  the  Commission’s  Ad¬ 
visory  Health  Committee;  and  to  authorize  grants  up  to  75  percent  for 
the  planning  and  evaluation  of  projects.  The  use  of  operating  funds 
will  no  longer  be  limited  to  projects  constructed  with  the  assistance  of 
section  202  funds.  Operating  funds  could  be  used  for  an  existing 
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hospital  or  any  other  health  facility  which  is  a  component  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project,  including  a  component  facility  constructed 
under  title  I  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act. 
Also,  the  separate  authorizations  for  construction  and  operations  in 
the  act  are  replaced  by  a  comprehensive  authorization  which  may  be 
used  as  needed  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section 

Construction  or  equipment  may  be  funded  either  entirely  from 
section  202  grants  up  to  80  percent  of  the  cost,  or  from  a  combination 
of  202  grants  and  grants  from  other  programs  such  as  the  Hill-Burton, 
the  mental  retardation  facilities,  and  the  community  mental  health 
programs,  and  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provi¬ 
sions  of  such  acts.  Federal  contributions  to  operating  costs  will  be 
charged  against  individual  components  of  a  demonstration  project 
and  the  5-year  limit  in  the  act  will  begin,  for  each  facility  or  service 
on  the  first  day  that  the  facility  or  service  is  in  operation  as  a  part  of 
the  project.  Thus,  some  units  in  a  given  demonstration  project  could 
receive  grants  at  100  percent,  while  other  elements  were  being  assisted 
at  50  percent  or  were  no  longer  eligible  for  contributions. 

The  changes  in  section  202  stem  from  the  findings  of  the  Health 
Committee.  The  amendments  make  explicit  what  was  implicit  in 
the  1965  act :  that  funds  may  be  used  in  the  provision  of  comprehensive 
health  services  for  the  training  of  personnel,  for  initial  operating  funds 
for  the  centers,  for  operating  deficits,  including  the  cost  of  attracting, 
training  and  retraining  medical  personnel,  and  for  construction  and 
equipment. 

Section  107.  Land  stabilization,  conservation,  and  erosion  control 

This  section  amends  section  203  of  the  act,  to  authorize  $19  million 
for  the  Appalachian  land  stabilization  program  for  the  2-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969. 

Section  108.  Timber  development  organizations'. 

This  section  amends  section  204  of  the  act  by  adding  a  new  sub¬ 
section  (b),  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  provide  tech¬ 
nical  assistance,  make  grants,  enter  into  contracts  or  otherwise  provide 
funds  from  appropriations  under  this  act  to  forest  products  research 
institutions  in  the  region  or  other  appropriate  public  and  private 
organizations,  for  Appalachian  hardwood  products  research,  studies 
and  demonstrations. 

The  $4  million  authorized  for  section  204  for  fiscal  year  1968  and 
1969  are  to  be  devoted  to  the  new  timber  products  research  activity; 
$900,000  of  the  $1  million  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1966  for  “Timber 
development  organizations”  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  section 
204  of  the  act  still  remains  unspent  and  will  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Testimony  before  this  committee  in  1964  and  in  1965  concerning 
the  greater  utilization  of  the  region’s  timber  resources  also  included 
recommendations  for  additional  research  and  demonstrations  into 
hardwood  products,  utilization,  and  processing  technology. 

In  order  to  carry  out  this  research,  $1,225  million  was  included  in 
a  supplemental  appropriation  to  the  Forest  Service.  These  funds 
were  used  entirely  to  support  work  at  various  Forest  Service  research 
laboratories  concerned  with  hardwood  utilization  and  technology. 

In  testimony  this  year,  representatives  of  the  forest  products 
industries  in  the  region  again  emphasized  the  need  for  additional  and 
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continuing  research  on  hardwood  utilization,  products,  markets,  and 
processing  technology,  and  in  particular,  the  need  for  support  of  such 
research  in  non-Federal  institutions  such  as  universities  and  appro¬ 
priate  private  organizations. 

The  committee  feels  that  accelerated  efforts  in  Appalachian  hard¬ 
wood  research  offers  a  promising  means  through  which  the  region’s 
timber  resources  can  contribute  more  effectively  to  the  economic 
development  of  the  region. 

The  committee  expects  the  Commission  to  continue  its  close 
cooperation  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  forest 
products  industries.  The  Commission  should  establish  an  advisory 
committee,  to  include,  among  others,  representative  of  non-Federal 
scientific,  technical  and  industrial  resources  to  assist  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  this  research  program. 

Section  1 09.  Mining  area  restoration 

This  section  amends  section  205  of  the  act,  relating  to  mining  area 
restoration,  to  authorize  an  additional  $39,150,000  for  this  program. 
The  amendment  permits  restoration  project  costs  to  include  reasonable 
costs  of  planning,  engineering,  and  land  acquisition.  The  program  | 
for  sealing  and  filling  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  is  broadened  to 
include  abandoned  oil  and  gas  wells,  and  the  strip  and  surface  mine 
reclamation  program  is  broadened  to  authorize  the  reclamation  of 
areas  covered  with  waste  from  mining  activities. 

The  Committee  expects  the  Secretary  to  take  full  advantage  of  new 
developments  in  reclamation  technology  in  carrying  out  this  section. 

The  same  criteria  that  apply  to  mine  fire,  strip  mine,  and  subsistence 
projects  approved  by  the  Commission  under  this  section  would  apply 
to  projects  for  the  restoration  of  abandoned  oil  and  gas  wells.  This 
authority  is  recommended  by  New  York  State  which  has  important 
State  park  lands  that  are  of  little  or  no  use  because  of  the  pollution 
and  physical  dangers  to  campers  arising  from  the  abandoned  wells. 

Reclamation  project  expenditures  can  include  reasonable  costs 
necessary  to  make  the  reclaimed  land  usable  for  activities  that  can 
significantly  contribute  to  economic  development. 

The  reclamation  of  strip  and  surface  mine  areas  has  not  proceeded 
at  a  satisfactory  pace.  The  act  provides  that  only  publicly  owned 
lands  may  be  reclaimed  under  the  program  and  little  of  the  land  in 
Appalachia  scarred  by  strip  mining  is  in  public  ownership.  The 
report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  indicated  that  only  4  percent  of  ( 
the  strip  mine  acreage  in  the  region  is  owned  by  public  bodies  and  few 
of  the  Appalachian  States  or  their  units  of  local  government  have  the 
capacity  to  acquire  such  land  for  reclamation.  It  is  therefore  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Federal  Government  participate  in  reasonable  land 
acquisition  and  planning  and  engineering  costs. 

The  committee  expects  that  this  additional  authority  together  with 
action  resulting  from  the  Report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  will 
broaden  the  use  of  the  program  throughout  the  region. 

In  June  of  1966,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  submitted  to  the 
Commission  an  interim  report  on  strip  and  surface  mining  in  Appa¬ 
lachia.  This  report  indicates  800,000  acres  of  land  in  the  region  which 
have  been  disturbed  by  surface  mining  and  estimates  that  the  cost  of 
reclaiming  this  land  would  be  $250  million. 
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It  is  anticipated  that  the  national  study  will  be  completed  and 
submitted  to  the  Congress  by  June  30,  1967  ;  that  report  will  probably 
include  proposals  for  regulation  that  will  minimize  future  destruction 
of  land  by  strip  mining.  The  committee  is  aware  of  the  trend  to  strong 
State  legislation  for  the  control  of  strip  mining.  Pennsylvania  passed 
such  a  control  act  in  1963,  Kentucky  and  Virginia  in  1966,  and  West 
Virginia  in  1967.  Until  a  national  program  is  set,  however,  the 
committee  believes  that  no  lands  which  were  mined  after  March  9, 
1965,  the  date  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
should  be  reclaimed  with  Federal  moneys. 

Recommendations  for  Federal  legislation  to  control  strip  mining 
and  to  engage  in  strip  mined  land  reclamation  were  made  to  the 
committee  during  its  hearings.  The  committee  believes  that  action 
on  them  at  this  time  would  be  premature  in  light  of  the  reports 
which  are  either  pending  as  a  result  of  the  1965  act  or  will  be  author¬ 
ized  by  this  legislation. 

The  committee  wishes  to  make  it  absolutely  clear  that  none  of  the 
changes  which  it  has  recommended  are  designed  or  intended  to  remove 
the  restriction  contained  in  subsection  (d)  of  section  205  relating  to 
use  of  funds  authorized  under  that  section  on  privately  owned  lands. 

Section  110.  Water  resource  survey 

This  section  amends  section  206  of  the  act,  providing  for  a  water 
resources  survey  of  the  region  to  authorize  $2  million  for  the  2-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969. 

While  funds  are  authorized  through  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  1969, 
the  study  called  for  by  section  206  of  the  act  is  due  to  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress  no  later  than  December  31,  1968.  Testimony  received 
by  the  committee  from  those  responsible  for  this  important  report 
clearly  indicates  that  it  will  be  submitted  by  that  date. 

Section  111.  Assistance  for  planning  and  other  preliminary  expenses  of 
proposed  housing  projects  under  section  221  of  the  National  Housing 
Act 

This  section  adds  a  new  section,  section  207,  to  title  II  of  the  act. 

The  Congress  has  enacted  programs  to  make  adequate  low-cost 
housing  available  throughout  the  country.  The  public  housing 
program  has  been  used  extensively  in  the  Appalachian  region.  The 
more  critical  need  for  new  housing  is  to  accommodate  families  who 
have  incomes  which  disqualify  them  for  public  housing  or  to  whom, 
for  geographieal  reasons,  public  housing  is  not  available.  To  help 
meet  this  need,  Congress  enacted  section  221  of  the  National  Housing 
Act  which  authorizes  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  to  insure 
mortgages  for  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  projects. 

For  all  practical  purposes  the  section  221  program  has  not  been 
used  in  Appalachia.  Of  40,000  housing  units  which  have  been  con¬ 
structed  with  the  aid  of  this  program,  only  603  are  in  the  Appalachian 
region.  Thus,  Appalachia  with  8.5  percent  of  the  Nation’s  popula¬ 
tion,  has  been  the  beneficiary  of  only  1.5  percent  of  the  section  221 
housing  constructed  in  the  country. 

The  Appalachian  Commission  found  that  there  are  two  primary 
reasons  for  the  failure  of  221  programs  in  the  region;  the  acute  shortage 
of  capital  needed  by  nonprofit  organizations  to  prepare  their  applica¬ 
tions  at  FHA  and  FNMA,  and  the  shortage  of  technical  and  managerial 
competence  to  initiate  and  manage  housing  projects. 
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Section  207  would  be  added  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  to  meet  these  problems  in  those  areas  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region  determined  by  the  Commission  to  have  significant  po¬ 
tential  for  future  growth. 

The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  is  authorized 
to  make  loans  up  to  80  percent  of  the  preliminary  costs  of  planning  a 
project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section  221  of  the 
National  Housing  Act.  Such  costs  as  preliminary  surveys  and 
analyses  of  market  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and  archi¬ 
tectural  fees,  site  options,  FHA  and  FNMA  fees,  and  construction 
loan  fees  and  discounts  would  be  included. 

Loans  may  be  made  without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or  at  below 
market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  section 
221.  In  most  cases  these  costs  are  recaptured  by  local  sponsors  when 
a  construction  loan,  insured  by  FHA,  is  made.  When  such  financing 
is  obtained  by  the  local  sponsor,  the  advances  made  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  repaid  to  a  revolving  fund  administered  by  the  Secretary. 
The  Secretary  can  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
which  he  finds  the  borrower  is  unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds 
of  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221. 

Section  207  also  authorizes  technical  assistance  grants  for  up  to  80 
percent  of  the  administrative  expenses,  not  recoverable  under  a  sec¬ 
tion  221  insured  mortgage,  which  are  incurred  incident  to  planning 
a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage,  such  as  the  preparation 
of  applications  to  FHA  and  FNMA,  coordination,  and  management 
activities. 

The  bill  as  reported  authorizes  $5  million  for  this  purpose.  It  is 
contemplated  that  80  percent  of  the  funds  expended  will  be  returned 
to  the  revolving  fund  from  the  proceeds  of  mortgages  insured  under 
section  221,  and  will  be  available  to  finance  additional  projects. 

Testimony  on  the  need  for  housing  assistance  was  received  from  a 
number  of  private  witnesses.  One  group,  the  International  Self-Help 
Housing  Associates,  a  nonprofit  organization  was  particularly  im¬ 
pressive.  They  stand  ready  to  render  the  technical  and  managerial 
assistance  needed  to  initiate  housing  projects.  The  committee  urges 
the  Commission  to  avail  itself  of  the  assistance  of  this  group  and  others 
like  it  in  making  section  207  a  working  reality. 

This  section  is  one  of  those  to  which  reference  was  made  earlier  in 
the  comments  concerning  the  need  to  broaden  the  horizons  of  the 
program  so  that  the  hopes  and  aspirations  of  the  people  of  Appa¬ 
lachia  are  more  adequately  served.  This  housing  assistance  program, 
which  seeks  to  stimulate  local  effort,  should  help  uncover  and  develop 
more  local  leadership  and  initiative. 

Section  112.  Vocational  education 

This  section  amends  section  211  of  the  act,  which  authorizes 
grants  for  the  construction  of  vocational  education  facilities  by  pro¬ 
viding  that  section  211  funds  are  available  for  equipping  existing  and 
new  facilities  as  well  as  for  construction.  Eighteen  million  dollars  is 
authorized  to  carry  out  the  program  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969. 
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Section  113.  Sewage  treatment  works 

This  section  amends  section  212  of  the  act,  providing  assistance  for 
sewage  treatment  works,  to  authorize  $6  million  for  the  2-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969. 

No  substantive  changes  are  recommended  by  the  committee. 
Section  114 •  Section  701  oj  the  Housing  Act  of  1954 

This  section  amends  section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  to  make 
local  development  districts,  certified  to  the  Commission  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  States  in  which  they  are  located,  eligible  for  75-percent 
grants  for  comprehensive  planning  in  their  areas  and  for  planning 
Appalachian  region  programs. 

Grants  would  be  made  to  local  development  districts  certified  under 
section  301  of  the  act.  While  in  most  sections  of  the  region,  local 
development  districts  are  just  coming  into  existence,  it  is  believed 
that  many  of  the  planning  functions,  now  discharged  by  a  number  of 
levels  of  government,  can  be  concentrated  in  such  multicounty  units. 
The  proposed  amendment  is  designed  to  make  this  possible  as  local 
development  districts  are  organized. 

No  funds  are  needed  under  this  act  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section. 

Section  115.  Supplements  to  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs. 

This  section  amends  section  214  of  the  act,  providing  a  supplemental 
grant  program,  to  authorize  an  additional  $97  million  for  the  2-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  The  amendment  permits  supple¬ 
mental  grants  to  be  applied  to  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  involv¬ 
ing  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  or  the  acquisition  of 
land  enacted  before  and  after  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  including  programs  which  may  be  enacted  in  the  future. 

Funds  appropriated  for  this  section,  as  amended  by  S.  602,  would 
be  provided  by  the  President  to  the  Federal  Cochairmen  to  carry  on 
the  purposes  of  this  section.  Originally  such  funds  were  disbursed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

For  fiscal  year  1968  the  State  agencies  which  program  grant-in-aid 
funds  in  the  six  major  program  areas:  libraries,  vocational  education, 
higher  education,  sewage  treatment,  hospitals,  and  airports,  estimate 
that  about  $500  million  worth  of  projects  could  be  in  the  application 
stage  in  fiscal  year  1968.  On  the  basis  of  budget  requests  from  Federal 
agencies,  it  is  anticipated  that  only  about  $334  million  worth  of 
projects  in  these  categories  could  be  funded  with  fiscal  1968  allotments 
(see  accompanying  table) .  These  allotments  are  based  on  the  assump¬ 
tion  that  the  Appalachian  portion  of  each  State  would  receive  Federal 
grant-in-aid  from  these  funds  relative  to  its  population. 

If  each  one  of  these  programs  utilizes  section  214  funds  at  the  level 
of  past  experience,  about  $70  million  of  214  funds  would  be  needed 
in  fiscal  year  1968.  However,  not  all  Federal  grant-in-aid  projects 
in  the  region  will  require  214  supplementation.  If,  as  in  the  past, 
about  two-thirds  of  these  projects  require  214  supplementation,  about 
$45  million  (or  $90  million  for  2  fiscal  years)  in  section  214  funds  can 
be  effectively  utilized. 

This  estimate  is  based  on  the  composition  of  the  region  as  defined 
by  the  1965  act.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  18-county  area  of 
Mississippi  added  to  the  region  by  S.  602,  the  committee  recommends 
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an  authorization  of  $97  million  for  supplemental  grants  for  fiscal  years 
1968  and  1969. 

Estimate  of  sec.  314  projects,  fiscal  1968 


Program  type 

Total  cost 

Basic  Federal 

Past  214 
percent 

214  funds 

Libraries  __  _  _  _ 

$7, 629, 883 
16, 851, 132 
131, 659, 748 
63, 173,363 
75, 583, 758 

$4, 577, 930 
8,425,566 
43, 882, 194 
18, 952, 009 
41,671,067 
7, 730, 000 
9,419,046 

27.3 

$2, 082, 958 
4, 229, 634 
24, 752, 033 

Vocational  education _ 

25. 1 

Higher  education _  __ 

18.8 

Sewage  treatment _ 

26.0 

16;  425|  074 
13,378, 325 
3, 447, 580 
4,929,017 

Hospitals _ _ 

17.7 

Airports _ 

15',  460;  000 
23,360,270 

22.3 

Other _  .  _  _  _ 

21. 1 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

333, 718, 154 

134,557,812 

69, 244, 621 

Section  116.  Cultural  programs 

This  section  adds  a  new  provision  to  the  act,  Section  215:  Cultural 
Programs,  which  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $500,000  to  enable 
the  Chairman  of  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  to  make 
supplemental  grants  to  the  States  to  support  new  and  existing  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  in  the  arts,  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities 
Act. 

The  language  comes  as  a  result  of  the  committee’s  belief  that  the 
Appalachian  program  must  represent  more  than  physical  facilities 
if  Appalachia  is  to  attract  the  kind  of  business,  educational,  social, 
and  religious  leadership  it  needs  to  make  it  a  viable  part  of  our 
Nation.  There  must  be  available  in  the  community  of  Appalachia 
intellectual  and  artistic  stimulation  to  sustain  the  quality  of  leader¬ 
ship  the  region  requires. 

Activities  of  the  kind  envisioned  under  the  National  Foundation 
of  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Act  are  also  vital  to  the  development  of 
local  leadership  since  it  will  directly  involve  the  people  of  the  region 
in  broadening  their  own  outlook  and  scope  of  activity. 

The  committee  urges  the  Commission  to  consider  creating  an  ad¬ 
visory  committee  including,  among  others,  interested  persons  from 
Appalachia  to  assist  in  developing  this  program. 

Section  117.  Maintenance  of  effort 

This  amendment  of  section  221  of  the  act,  concerning  State  main¬ 
tenance  of  effort,  is  technical  in  nature.  It  is  designed  to  make  it 
clear  that  a  State’s  expenditures  in  connection  with  the  construction 
of  Interstate  System  highways  and  the  expenditure  of  local  funds  are 
not  to  be  considered  in  determining  compliance  with  this  section. 

Section  118.  Program  implementation 

This  section  amends  section  223  of  the  act  to  redefine  the  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  the  Commission  and  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
The  amendment  provides  that,  with  respect  to  applying  Appalachian 
Act  program  criteria,  which  include  such  matters  as  the  evaluation  of 
growth  potential,  financial  need,  and  the  importance  of  a  program 
or  project  and  its  contribution  to  the  permanent  improvement  of  the 
area  in  which  it  is  located  and  the  region,  the  Commission’s  judgment 
shall  be  final  and  not  subject  to  further  review  by  the  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies.  The  technical  evaluation  of  projects  and  the 
actual  accomplishment  of  programs  and  projects  continues  to  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
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This  section  represents  one  of  the  major  departures  from  the  1965 
act.  The  committee  emphasizes  that  program  and  project  imple¬ 
mentation  shall  remain  in  the  line  agencies — the  Commission  is  not  to 
become  an  operating  agency  by  reason  of  this  proposed  change. 

As  stated  earlier  in  the  report  the  Commission’s  operation  and 
experience  to  date  amply  demonstrate  its  ability  to  make  final  pro¬ 
gram  and  project  decisions  once  the  involved  Federal  agency  or 
agencies  has  reviewed  a  proposal.  This  amendment  is  necessary  to 
foster  and  facilitate  the  smooth  and  efficient  prosecution  of  the 
program.  It  affirms  the  belief  of  Congress  that  State  governments  are 
capable  of  deciding  what  programs  are  most  needed  to  meet  the  prob¬ 
lems  faced  by  the  people  of  their  area. 

Section  119.  Program  development  criteria 

This  section  amends  section  224  of  the  act  to  conform  to  the  re¬ 
defined  role  of  the  Commission  and  to  make  it  clear  that  no  financial 
assistance  under  the  act  may  be  used  to  assist  establishments  relocat¬ 
ing  from  one  area  to  another. 

Section  120.  Grants  for  administrative  expenses  of  local  development 
districts  are  for  research  and  demonstration  projects. 

This  section  amends  subsection  (a)  of  section  302  of  the  act  to 
transfer  from  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Commission  authority 
for  making  grants  for  administrative  expenses  of  local  development 
districts  and  to  provide  funds  for  investigations,  research  studies, 
technical  assistance,  and  demonstration  projects  and  for  training 
programs. 

This  language  retains  the  restriction  contained  in  the  1965  act 
relating  to  technical  assistance  grants  that  they  shall  not  be  used  for 
construction  purposes. 

Ten  million  dollars  is  authorized  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a).  The  committee  anticipates  that  an  increasingly  larger  por¬ 
tion  of  the  authorized  funds  will  be  used  to  support  development 
districts  as  the  major  elements  of  the  research  program  are  completed 
and  more  local  development  districts  are  created  within  the  States. 

A  new  subsection  (b)  is  recommended  by  the  committee.  This 
provision  calls  for  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  action  program 
to  attack  the  problem  of  acid  pollution  in  the  rivers  and  streams  of  the 
region. 

Widespread  water  pollution  by  acid  drainage  from  underground 
and  surface  mines  is  a  major  problem  in  six  Appalachian  States. 
Acid  pollution  causes  deterioration  of  water  quality,  increases  costs 
to  water  users,  prevents  water  uses  of  existing  large  publicly  owned 
!  reservoirs,  such  as  Tygarts  Dam  and  Reservoir  (W.  Va.)  and  Loyal- 
hanna  Dam  and  Reservoir  (Pa.),  destroys  and  impairs  fish  and  other 
waterlife,  and  impairs  the  esthetic  and  social  value  of  the  streams. 

Current  work  concerning  the  control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine 
pollution  is  being  conducted  by  Federal  and  State  agencies,  and  by 
private  organizations.  Federal  agency  work  includes  demonstration 
projects  for  mine  sealing  and  prevention  of  acid  formation,  monitoring 
of  water  quality  in  streams  for  identification  of  pollution,  and  along 
with  States  and  private  organizations,  research  concerning  technologi¬ 
cal  aspects  of  acid  formation  and  treatment  of  polluted  water.  Re¬ 
lated  work,  such  as  the  study  of  the  impact  of  surface  mining,  being 
conducted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  directed  by  the  Appala- 


44  REVISING  THE  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

chian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  identifies  mine  acid  pollu¬ 
tion  as  one  of  the  most  significant  adverse  impacts  of  mining. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  information  and  findings  of  the  above 
work  provide  a  partial  basis  for  developing  a  comprehensive  program 
for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid  mine 
pollution  in  the  region.  The  bill  provides  for  the  development  of  such 
a  program  by  the  Commission,  in  cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  and  other  appropriate  Federal  and  State  agencies. 

The  bill  requires  the  Commission  to  submit  a  report,  including 
specific  recommendations  for  an  appropriate  program  and  the  policies 
under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  to  the  President  for  transmittal 
to  the  Congress,  together  with  his  recommendations,  not  later  than 
March  31,  1969. 

The  authorization  of  $13  million  for  section  302  for  the  2  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1969,  provides  that  not  to  exceed  $3  million 
shall  be  available  for  the  development  of  the  acid  mine  pollution 
control  action  program. 

The  committee  amendment  is  identical  in  purpose  and  similar  in 
language  to  that  proposed  by  Senator  Joseph  Clark  of  Pennsylvania. 

Once  the  reports  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  strip  and 
surface  mining  and  land  reclamation,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
on  water  resources  of  the  region  and  this  action  program  on  water 
pollution  have  been  filed  with  the  Congress,  this  committee  can 
undertake  the  development  of  a  meaningful  program  to  combat  the 
physical  evils  created  by  uncontrolled  mine  pollution  and  flooding  in 
the  region. 

This  amendment  is  another  response  to  the  testimony  received  by 
the  committee  emphasizing  the  need  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in 
Appalachia. 

Section  121.  Project  approval 

This  section  amends  section  303  of  the  act  to  clarify  the  language 
of  that  section  with  respect  to  the  procedures  and  responsibilities  for 
processing  and  evaluation  applications  for  assistance  under  the  act. 
Applications  must  be  submitted  through  the  appropriate  State 
member  of  the  Commission  and  evaluated  by  him.  Only  those 
applications  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as  meeting  the 
requirement  of  the  act  and  submitted  by  him  to  the  Commission  may 
receive  Commission  approval. 

Section  122.  Authorization  oj  appropriation 

This  section  amends  section  401  of  the  act,  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  to  the  President,  of  not  to  exceed  $273,650,000,  for  the  2-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  be  available  until  expended  to 
carry  out  the  respective  provisions  of  the  act,  excepting  sections  105 
and  201  which  provide  their  own  authorizations. 

It  is  expected  that  the  funds  received  by  the  President  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  for  disposition  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

The  committee  has  adopted  this  approach  to  facilitate  a  consoli¬ 
dated  approach  to  the  appropriation  process.  The  committee  believes 
that  the  President  will  rely  on  the  Federal  Cochairmen  to  carry  out 
the  effort  to  secure  the  appropriations  authorized  by  this  legislation. 
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Such  a  delegation  would  put  an  end  to  the  fragmented  presentation 
of  Appalachian  money  requests  that  have  characterized  past  appro¬ 
priation  procedures  relating  to  this  program. 

Section  123.  Definition  of  Appalachian  region 

This  section  amends  section  403  of  the  act  to  add  specified  counties 
of  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  New  York  to  the  region.  As  reported  by 
the  committee,  the  bill  would  add  two  counties  in  Alabama,  Lamar 
and  Pickens;  18  counties  in  Mississippi,  Alcorn,  Chickasaw,  Choctaw, 
Clay,  Itawamba,  Kemper,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktib¬ 
beha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  and 
Winston;  and  14  counties  in  New  York,  Allegany,  Broome,  Cattar¬ 
augus,  Chautauqua,  Chemung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware, 
Otsego,  Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tompkins.  Of 
these  counties,  13  were  made  a  part  of  the  region  as  a  result  of  the 
Kennedy- Javits  amendment  to  the  1965  act.  Schoharie  County 
would  be  added  at  this  time. 


MISSISSIPPI 

Almost  the  entire  State  of  Mississippi  shares  the  conditions  of 
deprivation,  unemployment,  educational  lag,  health  needs,  public 
facility  shortages,  and  lack  of  access  which  are  characteristic  of  the 
entire  Appalachian  region. 

Population  growth  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  in  the  decade  of  the 
fifties  was  entirely  offset  by  net  outmigration  of  434,000  persons. 
This  parallels  the  regional  experience  for  the  same  period,  where  a 
net  outmigration  of  over  2  million  persons  kept  population  growth 
down  to  1.1  percent. 

Per  capita  income  for  Mississippi  in  1960  was  $966  and  over  50 
percent  of  the  families  in  the  State  had  incomes  under  $3,000,  while  for 
the  region  the  corresponding  figures  were  $1,405  and  slightly  over  30 
percent  of  the  families. 

Education  levels  in  the  Mississippi  adtdt  population  are  lower  than 
those  of  the  region  and  of  the  United  States.  Over  IS  percent  of  the 
adult  population  has  completed  less  than  5  years  of  schooling  and  only 
29.8  percent  has  completed  12  or  more  years  of  schooling.  The 
corresponding  figures  are  11.6  percent  and  32.3  percent  for  the  region, 
and  8.4  percent  and  41.1  percent  for  the  United  States,  respectively. 

Employment  in  Mississippi  underwent  the  same  drastic  shifts  during 
1950-60  as  the  region.  As  shown  in  table  1,  there  was  a  shift  of  far 
greater  proportion  than  that  of  the  United  States  out  of  the  extractive 
industries  (agriculture  and  mining)  and  an  increase  in  the  percentage 
employed  in  manufacturing  and  service  industries.  However,  the 
ability  of  the  region’s,  as  well  as  Mississippi’s,  economy  to  make 
opportunities  available  for  those  workers  released  from  agricultural 
and  mining  employment  has  been  inadequate.  This  resulted  in  a 
decrease  of  the  total  number  of  employed :  —1.5  percent  for  the  region, 
and  —4.8  percent  for  Mississippi,  as  shown  in  table  2.  This  decrease 
would  have  been  much  higher  if  the  high  level  of  net  outmigration  had 
not  occurred. 
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Table  1. — Distribution  of  employment,  1950  and  1960 


1950 

1960 

Appala¬ 

chian 

region 

Missis¬ 

sippi 

United 

States 

Appala¬ 

chian 

region 

Missis¬ 

sippi 

United 

States 

Agriculture _  _ - 

14.1 

42.1 

12.4 

6.8 

20.9 

6.7 

Mining _ 

9.2 

.5 

1.6 

3.9 

.7 

1.0 

Construction _  _  .  _ 

5.4 

5.1 

6.1 

5.8 

6.6 

5.9 

Manufacturing  _ 

27.8 

12.6 

26.0 

32.2 

19.2 

27.1 

Services _ _ 

43.5 

39.7 

53.9 

61.3 

52.6 

59.3 

Table  2. — Changes  in  employment,  1950-60 


Appalachian 

region 

Mississippi 

Non-Appa- 

lachian 

United 

States 

—  52.  5 

-47.3 

—35.6 

-58.6 

27.0 

—  1.0 

5.7 

23.0 

10.8 

14.2 

44.8 

20.  6 

16.3 

26.3 

28.1 

-1.5 

-4.8 

17.1 

Source:  Regional  figures  from  PARC  report. 


Most  of  the  Appalachian  region,  as  presently  defined,  falls  within  the 
Piedmont,  Blue  Iiidge,  Appalachian  Valley,  and  Appalachian  Plateau 
provinces.  In  addition,  portions  of  Alabama,  Tennessee,  and  Ken¬ 
tucky  fall  within  the  province  defined  as  “Interior  Low  Plateau.” 
A  portion  of  that  province  falls  within  extreme  northeastern  Missis¬ 
sippi,  within  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Prentiss,  Tishomingo,  Itawamba, 
Monroe,  Lowndes,  and  Noxabee.  This  area  of  Mississippi  is  identified 
as  the  “Fall  Line  Hills,”  a  province  which  extends  into  and  across 
Alabama.  The  Mississippi  portion  of  the  Fall  Line  Hills,  and  the 
adajacent  lands  of  Appalachian  Alabama,  comprise  the  eastern  half 
of  the  Tombigbee  watershed.  This  area  also  shares  common  character¬ 
istics  in  forest  vegetation  with  Appalachian  Alabama,  Georgia, 
Tennessee,  and  Kentucky.  These  counties,  therefore,  constitute  a 
geographic  area  with  direct  physical  ties  to  the  rest  of  Appalachia. 

Three  communities  adjoining  the  Fall  Line  Hills  in  the  Tombigbee 
Valley  provide  many  of  the  employment  opportunities  and  trade 
services  for  the  area.  They  are:  Corinth  (Alcorn  County),  Tupelo 
(Lee  County),  and  Columbus  (Lowndes  County).  The  labor  sheds 
for  these  three  centers  are  practically  identical  with  the  boundaries 
of  the  Tombigbee  watershed.  This  conclusion  is  based  on  commuta¬ 
tion  patterns  developed  from  the  1960  census  employment  data. 
This  area  includes,  in  addition  to  the  counties  already  mentioned, 
Tippah,  Union,  Pontotoc,  Lee,  Chickasaw,  Clay,  Webster,  Oklibbeko, 
Choctaw,  Winston,  and  Kemper  Counties. 

These  18  counties  constitute  the  minimum  area  upon  which  a 
regional  development  program  could  be  based  in  northeastern 
Mississippi.  They  coincide  with  the  Tombigbee  watershed  in  which 
a  master  watershed  development  organization  is  operating. 

In  addition,  these  18  counties  make  up  the  Tombigbee  River  Water 
Management  District  and  the  Northeast  Mississippi  Resources  Con- 
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servation  and  Development  Project  Area.  As  such  they  represent  an 
organized  economic  planning  area  capable  of  taking  full  advantage 
of  the  Appalachian  program. 

ALABAMA 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee  also  provides  for  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  Lamar  and  Pickens  Counties  in  Alabama.  These  counties 
share  the  same  conditions  of  deprivation  as  the  present  Appalachian 
area  of  Alabama,  and  their  addition  to  the  region  will  preserve 
contiguity  between  the  Appalachian  counties  of  Alabama  and 
Mississippi. 

NEW  YORK 

The  committee  also  recommends  the  inclusion  of  Schoharie  County, 
N.Y.,  which  is  contiguous  to  the  13-county  area  of  that  State  now 
included  in  the  region.  The  accompanying  tables  fully  describe  the 
economic  condition  of  the  county  and  clearly  indicate  that  it  shares 
the  characteristics  of  other  counties  already  a  part  of  the  region. 


Schoharie  County  versus  Appalachia 


Schoharie 

County 

Appalachia 

Fanulies  with  incomes  below  $3,000 . _ . __  .  . 

27.9 

7. 11 

Unemployment  rate: 

Summer... _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

8.3 

5.2 

Winter . . ...  _  _  __  _  . . . 

13.0 

Per  capita  income _  . 

$1,  459 
24.4 

$1,  771 
9. 1 

Rural  "farm  population _ _ _ ...  ...  _  .  _ 

Commuting  labor  force.  ...  _ 

18.4 

8.8 

Farm  family  level  of  living  index .  . 

83 

108 

Income  per  member  of  labor  force _ _  ... 

3,942 

$4,  519 

Statistical  changes  in  Schoharie  County 


Year  and  population: 

1900 _ 

1940 _ 

1950 _ 

1960 _ 


26,  854 
20,  812 
22,  703 
22,  615 


Year  and  number  of  farms: 

1875 _ 

1960 _ 


4,  000 
1,  100 


Income  levels  of  farms 


Number  of  farms 

1954 

1959 

Gross  sales: 

Over  $10,000 _  _  _  _  _ 

234 

383 

$2,500  to  $9,900 _ _ _ _ _ 

836 

481 

Part  time _  . 

450 

315 

Labor  force  changes:  Social  security  receiving  benefits: 


8,372  employed.  1953 _  1,  059 

(—7.2  percent  since  1950).  1963 _  3,200 
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Family  income 


Schoharie 

County 

Upstate 
New  York 

Median _ _  _ 

$4, 592 
27.9 

$6, 629 
12.6 

Under  $3,000  (percent) _ 

7.8 

21.2 

Note. — Schoharie,  highest  county  in  New  York  State — “Under  $3,000”  and  3d  lowest,  “Over  $10,000.” 

Schools 


Schoharie 

County 

Upstate 
New  York 

+19.5 

$486 

45 

$526 

Section  403  of  the  act  is  also  amended  by  striking  the  language  of 
the  Kennedy- Javits  amendment  since  it  was  executed  when  the 
Governor  of  New  York  and  the  Commission  reached  an  agreement  on 
the  counties  to  be  included  in  the  region. 

In  order  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  region,  to  prevent  it  from 
being  unduly  expanded,  and  to  prevent  the  dissipation  of  the  limited 
funds  which  are  available,  the  committee  urges  the  adoption  of  the 
language  reported  as  a  part  of  section  123  of  the  bill  which  provides 
that  no  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the  definition  of  the  region 
shall  be  proposed  or  considered  without  a  prior  request  by  the  Congress 
for  a  study  of  such  a  change. 

Title  II — Amendments  to  Title  V,  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-136) 

The  Appalachian  Commission  is  referred  to  as  the  prototype  for 
regional  commissions.  The  experience  gained  during  the  2  years 
the  program  has  been  in  operation  has  a  direct  bearing  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  regional  commissions  established  pursuant  to  title  V  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

While  the  committee  held  no  hearings  on  the  amendments  contained 
in  title  II  of  S.  602,  information  presented  to  the  committee  together 
with  the  testimony  received  on  the  Appalachian  program  form  a 
basis  for  the  amendments  which  the  committee  has  reported.  Also, 
testimony  developed  during  hearings  in  1965  on  Public  Law  89-136, 
support  the  amendments  recommended  by  the  committee. 

The  development  of  the  other  regional  commissions,  five  in  number, 
has  been  unreasonably  slow.  Much  of  this  delay  is  the  result  of  the 
failure  to  make  funds  available  for  administrative  expenses  and 
technical  assistance.  Section  202  of  the  bill  seeks  to  remedy  that 
situation  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section  505(c)  language  which 
requires  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  allocate  to  each  of  the  commis¬ 
sions,  funds  available  for  technical  assistance  and  research.  Section 
505(c),  as  it  wras  enacted  in  1965,  authorized  an  annual  appropriation 
of  $15  million  for  technical  assistance  and  research  and  administrative 
expenses.  The  committee  recommends  that  not  to  exceed  $2.5 
million  of  these  funds  be  allocated  each  year  to  each  regional  commis- 
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sion  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  505.  This  will  insure  to  each 
commission  the  funds  it  needs  to  function  properly. 

This  report  graphically  demonstrates  the  value  of  supplemental 
assistance  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  This  portion  of  the 
Appalachian  program  has  been  an  outstanding  success.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  aware  of  no  reason  why  a  similar  program  cannot  be  insti¬ 
tuted  for  the  other  regional  commissions  at  this  time.  The  committee, 
therefore,  recommends  a  program  similar  to  that  contained  in  section 
214  of  the  Appalachian  Act  which  would  authorize  funds  to  each  ox 
the  commissions  to  supplement  Federal  grants-in-aid  programs.  The 
committee  language  authorizes  $5  million  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  $10 
million  for  fiscal  year  1969  for  each  of  the  commissions. 

It  is  expected  that  these  funds  will  be  applied  in  the  same  manner 
as  they  have  been  applied  under  the  Appalachian  Act.  Funds  are 
authorized  to  the  Secretary  to  be  available,  upon  the  specific  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Federal  cochairmen  of  the  various  commissions  for 
programs  and  projects  approved  by  the  commissions.  These  programs 
and  projects  will  be  submitted  to  the  responsible  Federal  agencies  for 
implementation  and  shall  be  compatible  with  the  laws  applicable  to 
the  programs  they  seek  to  supplement.  The  regional  commissions 
involved  must  approve  each  program  or  project  in  accordance  with  the 
criteria  in  section  504  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act.  The  commission  determination  of  applicability  shall  be  con¬ 
trolling.  All  programs  and  projects  for  such  supplements  shall  be 
based  on  a  long-range  comprehensive  economic  plan  which  is  required 
by  the  amendment  to  section  503  contained  in  section  201  of  S.  602. 

Funds  so  authorized  maybe  used  to  increase  the  Federal  share  up 
to  80  percent  of  any  covered  program.  To  further  insure  that  the 
States  will  be  preeminent  in  deciding  what  projects  shall  be  under¬ 
taken,  all  applications  for  such  supplements  must  come  through  the 
State  members  of  the  commissions. 

The  committee  believes  that  a  significant  factor  in  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission’s  successful  administration  of  its  supplemental 
program  has  been  the  requirement  that  “public  investment  made  in 
the  region  *  *  *  shall  be  concentrated  where  there  is  a  significant 
potential  for  future  growth  and  where  the  expected  return  on  public 
dollars  invested  will  be  the  greatest.”  The  committee  intends  the 
same  standard  to  apply  in  this  program.  Pending  the  completion 
of  the  required  comprehensive  economic  plan  for  each  region,  the 
Secretary  may  provide  supplementary  funds  if  he  finds  that  sufficient 
progress  has  been  made  in  their  development. 

It  is  the  committee’s  earnest  hope  that  the  amendment  to  section 
505(c)  and  the  addition  of  the  supplement  for  grants-in-aid  will 
enable  the  commissions,  which  have  been  established  in  the  Ozarks, 
Upper  Great  Lakes,  New  England,  Coastal  Plains,  and  Four  Corners 
Regions,  to  more  adequately  meet  the  needs  of  the  people  of  those 
regions,  and  that  they  will  achieve  a  meaningful  level  of  operations 
within  the  near  future. 

The  purpose  of  these  amendments  is  to  reaffirm  the  congressional 
intent  that  cooperative  State-Federal  programs  be  established  in 
these  regions,  in  addition  to  the  Appalachian  Region,  so  that  the 
benefits  of  this  kind  of  program  may  be  realized  in  other  areas  of 
regional  underdevelopment.  The  committee  looks  to  the  commissions 
as  the  means  of  stimulating  their  economic  rebirth. 
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OTHER  PROVISIONS  OF  S.  602  AS  ORIGINALLY  INTRO¬ 
DUCED,  BUT  NOT  INCLUDED  IN  ITS  BILL  AS  REPORTED 

Two  sections  of  S.  602,  as  introduced,  were  deleted  by  the  committee: 

One  would  have  added  a  new  section  109  entitled,  “Commission 
Employee  Benefits”.  The  section  would  have  provided  certain 
Federal  benefits  for  non-Federal  commission  employees  entering 
Federal  service  and  would  have  extended  Federal  Employees  Compen¬ 
sation  Act  coverage  to  commission  employees.  The  section  was 
deleted  at  the  request  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the  matters 
raised  by  that  proposal  should  be  considered  by  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

The  other  proposal  which  was  dropped  dealt  with  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  pursuant  to  which  grants  would 
have  been  made  to  the  Commission  for  education  planning  and 
research.  This  proposal  is  contained  in  legislation  now  pending  before 
the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  and  is  supported  by  the 
Commissioner  on  Education  as  well  as  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission.  The  letter  from  the  Commissioner  on  Education  to  the  A 
Federal  Cochairman  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  follows:  ^ 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

Office  of  Education, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  16,  1967. 

Mr.  John  L.  Sweeney, 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Sweeney:  I  have  your  letter  of  January  25  informing 
me  of  the  provisions  which  have  been  proposed  in  your  legislation 
making  it  possible  for  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  to  receive 
funds  under  titles  III  and  V  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Educa¬ 
tion  Act.  I  have  purposely  delayed  responding  to  your  letter  until 
this  date  since  I  was  very  interested  in  having  some  of  our  staff  talk 
with  members  of  your  staff  concerning  the  entire  problem  and  also 
to  get  a  better  fix  on  the  provisions  of  one  particular  piece  of  legislation 
which  is  being  proposed  by  us. 

On  February  10,  Dr.  Albert  L.  Alford,  and  others  of  our  staff,  met 
with  members  of  your  staff  for  the  purpose  of  discussing  the  matters 
referred  to  above.  The  consensus  of  this  group  discussion  is  essentially  ^1 
as  follows: 

1.  The  Appalachian  Commission  would  withdraw  the  proposed 
language  to  amend  titles  III  and  V  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Act. 

2.  The  authority  provided  in  the  proposed  amendment  being 
sent  up  by  HEW  for  title  V  of  ESEA  is  sufficiently  broad  in  scope 
to  include  the  Commission  as  an  eligible  grantee.  Also,  the  mag¬ 
nitude  of  the  anticipated  appropriation  for  this  title  V  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  sufficiently  great  to  encompass  the  financial  need 
for  the  Commission  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1968  less  the  amount 
the  Department  of  Commerce  could  make  available  for  the  oper¬ 
ations  of  the  Educational  Advisory  Committee,  but  not  to  exceed 
$200,000  per  year. 

3.  It  is  anticipated  that  it  would  be  well  into  the  second  quar¬ 
ter  of  fiscal  year  1968  before  the  amendment  to  title  V  and  its 
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appropriation  would  become  available  to  OE.  Projects  would 
be  received,  acted  upon  and  the  approved  ones  fiuided  as  soon 
thereafter  as  possible. 

4.  Through  the  hearing  process  hi  the  Congress,  we  would  use 
the  possibility  of  funding  a  project  with  the  Appalachian  Com¬ 
mission  to  help  justify  the  need  for  the  authority  in  the  title  V 
amendment  and  build  a  legislative  history  which  would  assure 
participation  by  the  Commission. 

5.  The  Office  of  Education  is  in  sympathy  with  and  supports 
the  need  for  regional  educational  planning. 

6.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  work  of  the  Commission 
expires  on  June  30,  1971. 

We  hope  this  arrangement  will  be  satisfactory  and  will  result  in 
meeting  our  mutual  needs  in  a  satisfactory  manner.  If  we  can  be  of 
further  assistance  or  if  additional  possibilities  occur  to  you,  please 
feel  free  to  let  me  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Harold  Howe  II, 

U.S.  Commissioner  of  Education. 

COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  committee  recommends  enactment  of  S.  602,  as  amended.  It 
believes  that  the  legislation  is  a  vital  necessity  to  maintain  the  effort 
being  made  to  solve  the  difficult  problems  of  the  Appalachian  region. 
The  bro  ad-scale  attack  begun  with  the  enactment  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  Public  Law  89^4  must  be  con¬ 
tinued  if  we  are  to  bring  that  region  into  a  condition  of  economic 
parity  with  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 

The  amendment  to  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  are  equally  necessary  if  the  regional  com¬ 
missions  established  under  that  act,  Public  Law  89-136,  are  to  bring 
renewed  economic  vitality  to  the  other  economically  deprived  regions 
of  the  United  States. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  program  presented  under  the 
reported  bill  is  a  sound  and  well  balanced  one,  which  takes  full  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  experience  gained  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  during  the  past  2  years. 


- 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  COOPER 


The  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  has  been  in  effect  for 
a  little  over  2  years.  I  introduced,  with  Senator  Randolph  and  others, 
that  bill  and  the  earlier  bill  passed  by  the  Senate  in  1964,  following  the 
1964  report  of  the  Commission  appointed  by  President  Kennedy,  and 
the  initiative  and  work  for  years  of  the  Governors  of  the  Central 
Appalachian  States,  including  Kentucky. 

During  these  2  years  the  Appalachian  program  has  proved  itself. 
It  is  already  bringing  new  opportunities  and  hope  to  the  people  of  the 
region.  And  I  must  say  it  appears  to  be  a  happy  exception  among  the 
new  programs  of  recent  years,  for  it  has  not  created  conflicts  in 
administration,  jurisdiction,  or  priorities.  On  the  contrary,  it  has 
achieved  cooperation,  developed  priorities,  and  fixed  responsibility. 

This  has  been  accomplished,  I  believe,  through  pi'inciples  which  have 
been  talked  about  often,  but  in  this  case  applied:  local  initiative; 
State  responsibility;  and  the  application  of  new  priorities — in  this 
case,  regional  planning — -through  Federal  assistance  programs  already 
established. 

That  the  Appalachian  program  was  well  conceived  and  has  been 
well  executed  to  date,  is  shown  I  think  by  its  wide  acceptance  and 
broad  support.  Our  committee  received  no  testimony  in  opposition 
to  the  2-year  extension  of  the  nonhighway  portions  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965 — which  is  the  primary  purpose  of 
S.  602 — and  I  am  glad  that  it  was  recommended  to  the  Senate  unani¬ 
mously,  with  the  support  of  both  majority  and  minority  members. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  proposals  to  extend  the  boundaries  of  the 
Appalachian  area — -even  though  I  recognize  that  these  proposals  flow 
from  the  success  of  the  program  and  enthusiasm  for  it.  In  the 
committee  I  opposed  any  enlargement  of  the  Appalachian  region,  and 
voted  against  each  proposal  to  extend  the  Appalachian  area  as  now 
defined  by  statute.  In  doing  so,  I  want  to  make  clear  that,  I  did  not 
attempt  to  judge  the  relative  merit  of  these  proposals,  or  to  deny 
a  priori  their  claim  to  become  a  part  of  Appalachia.  I  did  so  because 
I  believe  that  if  areas  are  designated  as  "Appalachia”  before  firm 
criteria  for  inclusion  in  the  region  have  been  established,  it  will  weaken 
the  concept  of  an  Appalachian  program  for  States  and  counties  having 
similar  characteristics — such  as  isolation  within  rugged  terrain — which 
have  caused  then’  development  to  be  retarded.  No  such  criteria  have 
been  established  in  the  Congress. 

President  Kennedy,  President  Johnson,  the  Congress,  and  the  Na¬ 
tion  have  recognized  the  deep-rooted  and  persistent  problems  of  the 
region  which  justified  designing  a  particular  program  to  help  meet  its 
unique  need.  I  consider  that  the  Congress,  with  the  support  of  the 
people  of  the  country,  has  been  sympathetic  and  generous  in  providing 
that  program  for  the  Appalachian  region.  But  its  continual  enlarge¬ 
ment  could  eventually  destroy  this  support  in  the  Congress. 

The  great  thing  about  the  Appalachian  regional  development  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  its  demonstration  of  what  can  be  accomplished  by 
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relying  on  State  responsibility  in  carrying  out  Federal  assistance 
programs.  We  are  all  concerned  about  overlapping  programs,  dupli¬ 
cation,  waste,  and  confusion  of  priorities.  But  the  Appalachian 
concept  has  shown  that,  when  the  States  are  given  responsibility  and 
the  authority  for  ordering  priorities,  existing  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  can  be  utilized  more  effectively,  and  can  be  better  directed  to 
the  diverse  needs  of  the  States. 

Many  members  of  the  committee,  and  I  am  sure  of  the  Congress, 
believe  the  Appalachian  example  offers  great  hope  for  the  application 
of  these  principles  to  other  regions  and  other  programs.  But  if 
enlargement  of  the  area  without  criteria — and  the  appeals  for  further 
enlargement  sure  to  follow — cause  this  particular  region  to  fail,  it  will 
tarnish  the  bright  opportunity  we  have  to  build  on  this  State-Federal 
experience  in  other  regions  and  in  other  programs. 

It  was  for  this  reason  that  I  offered  in  committee  section  123(b)  of 
the  bill,  at  the  top  of  page  54.  Further,  it  is  my  understanding  that 
it  is  the  sense  of  the  committee,  in  which  the  chairman  concurs  and 
which  I  support,  that  additional  proposals  to  enlarge  the  Appalachian 
region  will  not  be  entertained,  either  by  the  Commission  or  by  our 
committee,  unless  and  until  specific  criteria  for  better  defining  the 
Appalachian  area,  in  both  physiographic  and  economic  terms,  are 
developed,  heard,  and  adopted. 

Similarly,  I  moved  to  add  subsection  (f)  of  new  section  509  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  appearing  at  the  end 
of  the  bill,  as  companion  language  to  that  added  by  the  committee  in 
subsection  (a).  These  sections  make  clear  that  in  the  regions  now 
getting  underway,  applications  for  assistance  shall  initiate  in  the 
States,  with  State  responsibility  for  their  first  approval,  and  that  the 
regional  commissions  shall  have  true  responsibility  and  authority. 

I  consider  the  bill  reported  by  our  committee  a  good  bill — helpful 
but  moderate  in  its  reach,  forward  looking  but  practical  in  approach. 
I  support  it,  as  I  have  the  concept  from  its  very  beginnings  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  and  West  Virginia,  and  am  glad  to  work  for  its  early  adoption 
by  tire  Senate. 


John  Sherman  Cooper. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  GEORGE  MURPHY 

In  1965  when  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  was 
before  the  Congress,  I  opposed  the  measure.  Obviously,  this  was 
not  because  of  my  lack  of  concern,  either  for  the  region,  or  its  people. 
Having  been  a  coal  miner  in  Cambria  County,  Pa.,  I  am  well 
acquainted  with  both  the  region  and  the  people.  My  opposition  was 
based  rather  on  serious  reservations  which  I  harbored  regarding  the 
legislation. 

First,  I  felt  that  undue  emphasis  was  given  to  roadbuilding  rather 
than  training  individuals  and  providing  them  with  permanent  employ¬ 
ment,  and  I  seriously  questioned  whether  such  emphasis  would 
stimulate  the  economic  development  which  we  all  hoped  would  result 
in  Appalachia. 

Second,  I  felt  that  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
would  be  the  “foot  in  the  door”  and  that  we  would  see  the  mushroom¬ 
ing  of  other  similar  regions  across  the  country,  a  mushrooming  before 
we  actually  had  time  to  test  this  regional  developmental  concept. 
Not  only  has  this  happened,  but  also  we  have  witnessed  the  Appalachia 
region  itself  expanding  both  northward  and  southward.  As  my 
colleagues  will  recall,  a  floor  amendment  in  1965  added  13  New  York 
counties.  The  Public  Works  Committee  in  this  bill  has  added 
another  New  York  county  and  18  counties  of  the  State  of  Mississippi. 
Efforts  will  undoubtedly  be  made  on  the  floor  to  further  expand  the 
Appalachia  area.  To  the  credit  of  the  committee,  an  amendment 
was  added  to  the  legislation  that  would  hereafter  require  that  no 
recommendation  for  any  change  in  the  definition  of  the  Appalachian 
region  shall  be  proposed  or  considered  by  the  Commission  without  a 
prior  request  by  the  Congress  for  a  study  of  such  change.  It  is  my 
hope  that  Congress  will  require  that  a  compelling  case  be  made  before 
further  including  additional  areas.  Otherwise,  we  may  see  the 
Appalachia  program  extending  from  Maine  to  Florida. 

I  also  am  concerned  that  we  are  not  building  into  this  and  other 
Federal  programs  procedures  for  evaluation.  While  the  developing 
of  means  for  the  measuring  of  the  success  of  the  program  will  not  be 
easy,  we  must,  and  our  responsibility  to  the  American  taxpayer 
demands,  that  such  tools  of  the  evaluation  be  devised.  Recent 
developments  in  research  including  the  use  of  computers  and  systems 
analysis  can  provide  us  with  the  answers  to  questions  such  as  whether 
the  Appalachian  program  is  producing  economic  growth  and  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  poverty  in  the  area.  We  also  need  to  know  whether  we  are 
properly  allocating  the  authorized  funds  for  the  Appalachian  program. 
For  example,  is  it  wise  to  emphasize  the  roadbuikling  as  is  presently 
the  case,  or  should  we  give  more  emphasis  to  the  development  of 
human  resources?  These  are  difficult  and  complex  questions,  but 
they  must  be  answered. 

In  all  fairness  to  the  Appalachian  Commission,  a  timber  manage¬ 
ment  consultant  was  employed  for  a  study  of  the  timber  development 
organizations  authorized  under  section  204.  The  conclusion  of  this 
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study  was  that  such  timber  development  organizations  were  not 
feasible.  Objective  evaluations  of  other  sections  of  the  program  are 
needed.  The  Appalachian  program  is  testing  new  concepts.  We 
need  to  know  its  successes  and  its  failures. 

Finally,  I  must  say  that  the  testimony  before  our  committee  was 
favorable  toward  the  Appalachia  program.  Governors  from  both 
parties  of  the  participating  States  strongly  supported  the  legislation. 
I  am  particularly  encouraged  with  the  co-operative  spirit  that  seems 
to  prevail  between  the  States  and  the  Federal  Government.  The 
Appalachian  Commission,  and  this  is  refreshing,  recognizes  the 
importance  of  the  States.  In  short,  all  the  parties  seem  to  be  pulling 
together  to  make  the  legislation  work.  The  States  have  been  partners 
in  fact,  not  in  form.  The  attitude  of  the  former  Federal  Chairman, 
Mr.  John  Sweeney,  undoubtedly  has  contributed  to  the  cooperative 
spirit  that  exists  and,  although  the  Federal  cochairman  possesses  a 
veto,  he  wisely  refrained  from  using  it.  I  am  hopeful  that  Mr. 
Sweeney’s  successor,  Mr.  Joe  Fleming,  will  see  to  it  that  this  co¬ 
operative  spirit  continues. 

If  the  Appalachian  approach  proves  to  be  successful,  it  will  in  no 
small  part  be  due  to  the  recognition  of  the  importance  of  the  States. 
Mr.  Sweeney’s  testimony  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Economic 
Development  should  be  required  reading  for  all  Federal  ad¬ 
ministrators. 


George  Murphy. 
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APPENDIX  I 
Digest  of  State  Plans 

ALABAMA 

Alabama  Plan  has  three  objectives:  (1)  to  improve  the  income  levels 
and  living  standard  in  the  area;  (2)  to  increase  the  region’s  ability  to 
compete  in  economic  activities;  and  (3)  to  provide  new  employment 
opportunities,  improved  incomes,  and  better  economic  and  social 
conditions.  Alabama  has  identified  five  areas  of  primary  growth 
potential.  These  include  the  major  urban  areas  of  Florence,  Tus¬ 
caloosa,  Birmingham,  Anniston,  Gadsden,  and  Huntsville-Decatur. 

The  Florence  urban  area  is  experiencing  substantial  population 
growth  with  increases  in  employment  dependent  on  the  aluminum 
industry.  Public  facilities,  the  area’s  major  deficiencies,  concern 
water  pollution  and  control. 

Tuscaloosa  has  but  one  expanding  urban  population  center  which 
dominates  the  growth  area.  The  major  deficiency  in  this  area  is  the 
lack  of  secondary  centers  to  complement  the  City  of  Tuscaloosa  in 
serving  the  population.  Similar  situations  were  noted  for  the  Bir¬ 
mingham  area.  Public  facilities  appear  overly  concentrated  in  the 
City  of  Birmingham  to  the  detriment  of  the  outlying  areas. 

The  economy  of  the  Decatur-Huntsville  area  is  dominated  by 
defense  and  space  activities.  The  plan  notes  an  urgent  need  to  develop 
a  more  diversified  economy  by  taking  advantage  of  the  favorable 
locational  advantages  of  the  area. 

GEORGIA 

Georgia  has  selected  five  categories  of  areas  in  which  it  will  locate 
its  Appalachian  investments  during  1966:  Standard  metropolitan 
statistical  areas,  major  urban  areas,  the  Dalton-Callioun  transporta¬ 
tion  and  development  corridor,  several  small  urban  clusters,  and 
several  small  regional  service  centers.  Georgia  will  evaluate  its 
public  facility  projects  according  to  program  and  location  objectives. 

Primary  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  the  establishment  of  educational 
facilities  and  secondary  emphasis  on  water  quality  and  quantity 
control  facilities  and  health  facilities. 

KENTUCKY 

Kentucky  has  established  development  priorities  and  policies,  to 
make  its  labor  force  more  competitive  and  to  create  more  viable 
centers  of  economic  activity  than  currently  exist. 
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Eastern  Kentucky’s  problems  stem  from  isolation,  educational 
deficiencies,  a  lack  of  modern  urban  services,  and  an  undiversified 
job  market  dependent  on  mining. 

Kentucky  will  develop  key  towns  or  clusters  of  towns  into  more 
viable  communities  for  serving  the  population  of  the  area.  The  plan 
envisions  that  urban  service  areas  may  develop  from  existing  single 
towns  or  clusters  of  towns.  It  has  been  assumed  that  most  of  these 
areas  will  be  located  on  the  principal  Appalachian  development 
corridors. 

MARYLAND 

Maryland  notes  that  its  Appalachian  counties  have  developed 
individual  economic  dependencies  on  areas  in  the  surrounding  States. 
The  plan  notes,  however,  that  the  completion  of  Maryland’s  Appa¬ 
lachian  Highway  Corridor  will  promote  closer  ties  between  these 
counties  and  the  metropolitan  markets  to  the  east  and  to  the  west. 

The  plan  notes  that  Washington  County’s  geographic  position  is  a 
natural  gateway  to  the  Appalachian  region  and  because  of  its  proximity 
to  Washington  and  Baltimore,  has  a  special  advantage  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  market-oriented  industry.  Its  principal  city,  Hagerstown,  is 
located  at  the  junction  of  four  major  highways  and  possesses  a  sub¬ 
stantial  industrial  base.  This  city  is  seen  as  the  major  focus  for 
future  development  in  the  county,  although  recreation  activities  also 
appear  promising. 

Growth  in  Allegany  County  focuses  on  Cumberland.  The  county’s 
economy  rests  basically  upon  manufacturing,  with  railroad  transpor¬ 
tation,  retail  sales  and  distribution  also  important. 

The  other  Maryland  county,  Garrett,  is  mountainous  and  heavily 
forested  and  possesses  no  major  urban  centers.  Here  transportation 
development  will  play  a  major  role  in  creating  opportunities  for 
development  of  tourist-oriented  business  and  recreation. 

NEW  YORK 

The  New  York  plan  identifies  seven  primary  and  six  secondary 
growth  centers  in  the  State’s  13-county  region.  New  York  identifies 
these  centers  according  to  six  growth  potential  factors:  A  population 
of  at  least  35,000  including  an  urban  place  of  10,000  or  more  popula¬ 
tion;  a  concentration  of  manufacturing  and  commercial  development; 
adequate  transportation  facilities;  population  growth  between  1950 
and  1960;  and  continued  growth  and/or  development  since  1960. 

The  secondary  growth  centers  are  assumed  to  be  smaller  urban 
complexes  which  do  not  meet  the  criteria  for  primary  growth  centers, 
but  nevertheless  have  a  potential  for  growth.  Usually,  a  secondary 
center  is  located  in  the  hinterland  of  one  or  more  primary  growth 
centers.  The  plan  points  out  that  it  should  not  be  inferred  that  all 
efforts  will  be  concentrated  to  serve  primary  growth  centers. 

“Where  barriers  to  the  growth  and  development  of  secondary 
growth  centers  can  be  effectively  dealt  with  through  the  use  of  Appa¬ 
lachian  funds,  it  is  certainly  desirable  that  such  action  be  taken”  the 
plan  states. 

NORTH  CAROLINA 

The  1966  North  Carolina  plan  proposes  the  grouping  of  29  counties 
into  seven  economic  development  commissions.  Among  the  criteria 
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used  to  select  commission  boundaries  were  local  attitudes,  travel  time 
between  population  centers,  economic  and  social  conditions  and  gov¬ 
ernmental  considerations. 

The  plan’s  emphasis  on  the  establishment  of  development  commis¬ 
sions  rests  on  the  recognized  need  to  develop  local  leadership  that  can 
work  effectively  and  in  full  participation  with  government  officials  and 
representatives  of  private  enterprise. 

North  Carolina  notes  that  Western  North  Carolina’s  economic 
situation,  although  far  healthier  than  in  other  parts  of  Appalachia, 
has  been  affected  by  long-term  isolation  and  heavy  reliance  upon 
agriculture.  It  notes  that  North  Carolina  Appalachia  does  not  pos¬ 
sess  a  diversified  industrial  base;  suffers  severe  fluctuations  in  employ¬ 
ment;  suffers  from  out-migration  of  many  high  school  graduates  and 
has  a  scarcity  of  industrial  labor. 

OHIO 

Ohio  is  planning  its  Appalachian  development  within  a  broader 
State  planning  program.  The  State  has  determined  that  its  major 
problems  are  inaccessibility,  misuse  of  natural  resources,  education  and 
retraining  and  community  facilities.  The  plan  also  describes  the 
State’s  overall  efforts  in  planning,  the  area’s  problems,  methods  for  the 
selection  of  growth  areas,  and  project  review  procedures. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Pennsylvania’s  State  plan  designates  19  counties  as  primary  growth 
centers.  They  are  Washington,  Westmoreland,  Somerset,  Beaver, 
Butler,  Allegheny,  Mercer,  Lawrence,  Erie,  Crawford,  Warren, 
Cambria,  Blair,  Center,  Lycoming,  Perry,  Lackawanna,  Luzerne,  and 
Monroe. 

The  plan  is  based  on  the  proposition  that  Pennsylvania’s  Ap¬ 
palachian  counties  have  been  hindered  in  their  efforts  to  promote 
economic  development  by  the  outmoded  skills  of  a  labor  force  that  has 
worked  in  the  previously  dominant  steel,  coal,  and  railroad  industries. 
The  plan  notes  a  need  for  higher  levels  of  educational  attainment  and 
assigns  top  priorities  to  those  projects  dealing  with  basic  education, 
vocational  and  technical  training  and  retraining;  and  higher  educa¬ 
tional  facilities. 

SOUTH  CAROLINA 

South  Carolina’s  strategy  is  to  locate  public  facilities  along  a  10-mile 
wide  corridor  centering  on  Interstate  Route  83  and  along  U.S.  123 
west  of  Greenville.  This  strategy  evolves  from  an  analysis  of  the  six- 
county  Appalachian  area  which  reveals  this  corridor  to  be  an  urban 
belt  in  which  most  of  the  growth  and  population  of  Appalachia  South 
Carolina  is  most  likely  to  be  concentrated  in  the  future. 

The  plan  indicates  that  despite  the  apparent  well  being  of  the  area’s 
economy,  the  region  is  experiencing  substantial  population  out¬ 
migration  and  that  the  bulk  of  migration  is  occurring  among  the  most 
productive  age  groups.  It  also  reveals  that  two-thirds  of  the  labor 
force  is  unskilled  and  that  the  area  has  a  very  low  wage  scale  in  key 
industries. 
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The  plan  proposes  the  following  efforts  to  strengthen  the  economy  of 
the  area: 

(1)  An  effort  to  upgrade  the  skills  of  the  labor  force.  This  is 
to  be  accomplished  initially  by  concentrating  investments  on 
vocational  and  technical  schools  located  near  Greenville,  Spartan¬ 
burg  and  Anderson. 

(2)  Intensification  of  the  existing  industrial  development 
program  with  emphasis  on  research  and  analysis  directed  to  the 
selection  of  industries  which  may  be  attracted  by  a  re-trained 
labor  force. 

(3)  The  scheduling  of  other  public  facility  investments  needed 
to  provide  a  desirable  setting  for  new  industries.  Among  these 
investments  would  be  projects  in  the  areas  of  education,  health, 
transportation,  water  pollution  control,  and  recreation. 

TENNESSEE 

The  Tennessee  plan  consists  of  two  parts-  A  rationale  and  mathe¬ 
matical  model  for  allocating  resources  among  sub-regions  and  com¬ 
munities  within  sub-regions,  and  a  procedure  which  allocates  funds 
among  types  of  projects. 

The  Tennessee  plan  identifies  five  sub-regions  and  assigns  each  its 
share  of  allocated  funds  according  to  relative  growth  potential.  The 
five  sub-regions  are  identified  as-  the  Tri-Cities  area,  Knoxville, 
Chattanooga,  Upper  Cumberland  and  Lower  Cumberland.  Within 
these  sub-regions,  55  urban  centers  are  ranked  according  to  their 
individual  growth  potential.  This  ranking  provides  guidelines  by 
means  of  which  Tennessee  may  determine  the  appropriate  share  of 
Appalachian  funds  a  project  in  each  area  may  receive. 

The  Knoxville  Region,  to  which  the  allocation  model  assigns  30.3 
percent  of  Appalachian  funds,  is  dominated  by  the  Knoxville  metro¬ 
politan  area.  This  area  contains  15  counties,  all  but  four  of  which 
lie  within  the  Great  Tennessee  Valley.  The  industrial  structure  is 
diversified  and  offers  numerous  advantages  for  development  for  further 
economic  growth.  Principal  among  the  advantages  of  the  area  are 
the  transportation  arteries  and  the  water  resources  which  are  located 
in  close  proximity  to  industrial  sites. 

The  Chattanooga  Region  receives  23.5  percent  of  Appalachian 
funds.  Most  of  the  ten  counties  of  the  region  are  Great  Valley  in 
nature  and  are  sharing  in  the  Valley’s  general  prosperity. 

The  Tri-Cities  Region  is  ranked  third  in  terms  of  growth  potential, 
receiving  20.2  percent  of  available  funds.  The  eight-county  region, 
located  in  the  northwestern  part  of  the  State,  gets  its  name  from  the 
fact  that  its  economy  is  focused  on  the  Tri-City  complex  of  Johnson 
City,  Bristol,  and  Kingsport.  With  the  exception  of  two  mountainous 
counties,  this  region  is  also  sharing  in  the  growth  of  Tennessee  Valley. 

The  Upper  Cumberland  Region  is  composed  of  1 1  counties  and  has 
a  population  of  approximately  150,000  people.  This  region  has  the 
physical  characteristics  of  the  Cumberland  plateau  and  its  economy  is 
considered  relatively  undeveloped.  Several  key  urban  centers  hold 
potential  for  development  as  regional  service  centers,  and  if  developed 
in  combination  with  programs  for  conservation  and  recreation  could 
lead  to  more  extensive  economic  development. 

The  Lower  Cumberland  Region  will  receive  12  percent.  Most  of 
the  development  and  population  growth  of  this  region  is  likely  to  occur 
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in  Coffee  and  Warren  Counties,  both  of  which  are  in  a  position  to  take 
maximum  advantage  of  the  main  transportation  routes  passing 
through  the  region. 

VIRGINIA 

The  Virginia  State  investment  plan  centers  on  development  of  a 
seven-county  area  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  State.  The  State 
recognizes  that  this  area  is  an  important  laborshed  for  the  growing 
“industrialized  valley”  between  Roanoke  and  Bristol.  The  seven 
counties  include  Buchanan,  Dickinson,  Lee,  Russell,  Scott,  Tazewell 
and  Wise. 

WEST  VIRGINIA 

West  Virginia  will  develop  a  fully  integrated  transportation  system, 
recreational  areas,  educational  facilities  and  systems,  urban  community 
and  housing  programs,  health  facilities,  and  public  health  facilities. 

The  plan  delineates  nine  economic  sub-regions  which  are  homo¬ 
geneous  with  respect  to  then-  economic  problems  and  potentials.  The 
plan  describes  the  subregions’  topography,  population,  transportation, 
manufacturing  activity,  recreational  areas  and  major  public  facilities. 
These  factors  are  used  to  distinguish  three  types  of  investment  areas : 
supplemental,  developmental,  and  complementary. 

Supplemental  investment  areas  have  one  or  more  economic  activities 
that  have  shown  signs  of  sustained  growth  over  a  period  of  time  that 
could  be  reinforced  to  create  additional  economic  growth. 

Development  investment  areas  are  those  not  as  highly  developed  in 
terms  of  economic  base  or  structure,  and  have  not  been  able  to  reach 
their  full  economic  growth  potential.  Development  strategy  for  these 
areas  will  be  to  pinpoint  investments,  either  private  or  public,  which 
will  carry  their  development  forward. 

Complementary  investment  areas  are  those  in  which  economic 
activity  is  highly  localized.  West  Virginia’s  strategy  is  to  support 
only  investments  in  these  areas  which  have  a  clearly  identifiable 
relationship  to  specific  new  development  opportunities. 

APPENDIX  II 


Appalachian  development  highway  system  program  funding 


Alloca¬ 
tion  of 
author¬ 
ized 
dollars 

Alloca¬ 
tion  of 
appro¬ 
priated 
dollars 

ARC  funds  obligated  (Dec.  31,  1966) 

Total 

Percent 

of 

author¬ 

ized 

alloca¬ 

tion 

Percent 

of 

appro¬ 

priated 

alloca¬ 

tion 

Prelim¬ 

inary 

engi¬ 

neering 

Right 

of-way 

Construc¬ 

tion 

Georgia.  _ 

Kentucky  _  ._ . 

Maryland _ 

New  York . . 

North  Carolina . 

Ohio _  _  .  _ 

Pennsylvania.. . . 

Tennessee..  .  . 

Virginia  _ 

West  Virginia . . 

Bureau  of  Public 
Roads _ 

$17, 538, 000 
183, 911, 000 

46,  459,000 
25,000, 000 

47,  873, 000 
55,  318, 000 
81,  595, 000 
51, 421, 000 
40,689,000 

253, 088, 000 

2,108 

$9, 437, 398 
60, 023,  497 
9, 866, 951 
22, 700, 000 
12,  250, 991 
35,  996, 058 
33, 753, 953 
19,857,297 
38, 818,992 
39, 086, 836 

$3, 010, 407 
30, 519, 588 
5, 974, 090 
9, 242,  890 
8, 356,  743 
4, 845, 827 
10, 382, 050 
7, 076, 072 
23, 693, 505 
12,  529, 058 

17.1 
16.5 
12.8 
36.9 
17.4 

8.7 

12.7 

13.7 

58.2 
4.9 

31.8 

50.8 

60.5 

40.7 
68.2 
13.4 

30.7 

35.6 
61.0 
32.0 

$158, 200 
1, 808, 672 
3, 839, 710 
0 

1,859,330 
1,  213, 415 
112,700 
2, 292, 819 
21,000 
3, 650, 519 

$2, 852, 207 
3, 211,646 
615, 580 
0 

2, 022, 345 
985, 100 
934,111 
321, 846 
6, 979, 932 
840, 169 

0 

$25, 498, 270 
1, 518, 800 
9, 242, 840 
4, 475, 068 
2,  645, 412 
9, 335, 200 
4, 461, 407 
16, 692, 573 
8, 138, 320 

Total . 

805, 000, 000 

281, 792, 000 

115,630, 230 

14.3 

41.0 

14,  856, 365 

18, 764,  875 

82, 008, 990 
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ARC  developmental  highway  program:  Total  miles  underway  and  type  of  activity 

Dec.  SI,  1966  1 


Georgia _ 

Kentucky _ 

Maryland . 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina, 

Ohio _ 

Pensyl  vania...  _ 

Tennessee _ 

Virginia _ 

West  Virginia.. 

Total _ 


In  prelimi¬ 
nary  engi¬ 
neering  2 

In  right- 
of-way 

In  construc¬ 
tion 

89. 300 

14. 600 

0 

204. 747 

75.  452 

61. 383 

129. 910 

3. 380 

6.426 

0 

0 

6.  609 

160. 710 

31.  449 

17. 210 

277.  800 

8.  975 

4.135 

2.  310 

14.  690 

9.669 

395. 391 

18. 002 

16.  430 

N.R. 

87.  023 

46. 430 

217. 420 

5.500 

12. 474 

1, 477.  588 

259. 071 

180. 766 

1  Mileage  includes  duplications  for  various  phases  of  work. 

2  Engineering  includes  route  location  studies,  cost  estimate,  and  design. 


ARC — Access  roads — Status  of  funding,  Dec.  81,  1966 


Allocation 
of  appro¬ 
priation 

ARC 
funding 
approved 
(Nov.  17, 
1966) 

Obligated  funds  (Dec.  31,  1966) 

Total 

Percent  of 
allocated 
dollars 

Preliminary 

engineering 

Right-of- 

way 

Construc¬ 

tion 

Alabama. _ 

$6, 195, 000 

$6, 195, 000 

$4,  795, 840 

77.4 

$172, 550 

$88, 340 

$4, 534, 950 

Georgia.  _ 

662,  602 

543,  300 

144,  305 

26.5 

7, 070 

0 

137. 235 

Kentucky.  .  .  . 

814,503 

4,900 

336, 149 

41.2 

713 

13,000 

322, 436 

Maryland . . 

372, 102 

27, 417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New'  York _ 

346,  947 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

North  Carolina.. 

749, 009 

148,400 

420 

0 

420 

0 

0 

Ohio...  _  _ 

803, 915 

630.  000 

333, 267 

41.4 

0 

0 

333, 267 

Pennsylvania _ 

2.  246,  047 

495,  467 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South  Carolina... 

2, 555, 000 

2,  555,  000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Tennessee  _ _ 

1,007,703 

1, 008, 000 

22,260 

2.2 

22,  260 

0 

0 

Virginia..  _ 

581,008 

525, 000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

West  Virginia _ 

1,166,164 

542,  500 

117,950 

10.1 

0 

0 

117, 950 

Total _ 

17, 500, 000 

13,014,984 

5,  750, 191 

203, 013 

101, 340 

5, 445, 838 

ARC — Access  road  mileage  {for  funds  obligated),  Dec.  81,  1966  1 


State 


Alabama _ 

Georgia _ 

Kentucky _ 

Maryland _ 

New  York _ 

North  Carolina. 

Ohio _ 

Pennsylvania.. 

Tennessee _ 

Virginia _ 

West  Virginia.. 
South  Carolina. 

Total _ 


In  prelimi¬ 
nary 

engineering 2 

In  right-of- 
way 

In  construc¬ 
tion 

123, 491 

12, 390 

59, 561 

6.100 

0 

2.500 

.600 

.300 

.433 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.200 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3.861 

0 

0 

0 

26.  460 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.685 

0 

0 

0 

156. 851 

12, 690 

68. 040 

1  Mileage  includes  duplication  for  various  phases  of  work. 

2  Engineering  includes  route  location  studies,  cost  estimates,  and  desigu. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF 

1965 

AN  ACT  To  provide  public  works  and  economic  development  programs  and  the 
planning  and  coordination  needed  to  assist  in  development  of  the  Appalachian 
region. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965”. 

FINDINGS  AND  STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  hereby  finds  and  declares  that  the  Appalachian 
region  of  the  United  States,  while  abundant  in  natural  resources  and 
rich  in  potential,  lags  behind  the  rest  of  the  Nation  in  its  economic 
growth  and  that  its  people  have  not  shared  properly  in  the  Nation’s 
prosperity.  The  region’s  uneven  past  development,  with  its  historical 
reliance  on  a  few  basic  industries  and  a  marginal  agriculture,  has 
failed  to  provide  the  economic  base  that  is  a  vital  prerequisite  for 
vigorous,  self-sustaining  growth.  The  State  and  local  governments 
and  the  people  of  the  region  understand  their  problems  and  have  been 
working  and  will  continue  to  work  purposefully  toward  their  solution. 
The  Congress  recognizes  the  comprehensive  report  of  the  President’s 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  documenting  these  findings  and 
concludes  that  regionwide  development  is  feasible,  desirable,  and 
urgently  needed.  It  is,  therefore,  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  assist  the 
region  in  meeting  its  special  problems,  to  promote  its  economic  devel¬ 
opment,  and  to  establish  a  framework  for  joint  Federal  and  State 
efforts  toward  providing  the  basic  facilities  essential  to  its  growth  and 
attacking  its  common  problems  and  meeting  its  common  needs  on  a 
coordinated  and  concerted  regional  basis.  The  public  investments 
made  in  the  region  under  this  Act  shall  be  concentrated  in  areas  where 
there  is  a  significant  potential  for  future  growth,  and  where  the 
expected  return  on  public  dollars  invested  will  be  the  greatest.  The 
States  will  be  responsible  for  recommending  local  and  State  projects, 
within  their  borders,  which  will  receive  assistance  under  this  Act.  As 
the  region  obtains  the  needed  physical  and  transportation  facilities 
and  develops  its  human  resources,  the  Congress  expects  that  the  region 
will  generate  a  diversified  industry,  and  that  the  region  will  then  be 
able  to  support  itself,  through  the  workings  of  a  strengthened  free 
enterprise  economy. 
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TITLE  I— THE  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  COMMISSION 

MEMBERSHIP  AND  VOTING 

Sec.  101.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  an  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Commission”)  which 
shall  be  composed  of  one  Federal  member,  hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  “Federal  Cochairman”,  appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  one  member  from  each 
participating  State  in  the  Appalachian  region.  The  Federal  Co- 
chairman  shall  be  one  of  the  two  Cochairmen  of  the  Commission. 
Each  State  member  may  be  the  Governor,  or  his  designee,  or  such 
other  person  as  may  be  provided  by  the  law  of  the  State  which  he 
represents.  The  State  members  of  the  Commission  shall  elect  a  Co- 
chairman  of  the  Commission  from  among  their  number. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  105,  decisions  by  the  Commission 
shall  require  the  affirmative  vote  of  the  Federal  Cochairman  and  of 
a  majority  of  the  State  members  (exclusive  of  members  representing 
States  delinquent  under  section  105).  In  matters  coming  before  the 
Commission,  the  Federal  Cochairman  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
consult  with  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies  having  an  interest 
in  the  subject  matter. 

(c)  Each  State  member  shall  have  an  alternate,  appointed  by  the 
Governor  or  as  otherwise  may  be  provided  by  the  law  of  the  State 
which  he  represents.  The  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  appoint  an  alternate  for  the  Federal 
Cochairman.  An  alternate  shall  vote  in  the  event  of  the  absence, 
death,  disability,  removal,  or  resignation  of  the  State  or  Federal  rep¬ 
resentative  for  which  he  is  an  alternate. 

(d)  The  Federal  Cochairman  shall  be  compensated  by  the  Federal 
Government  at  level  IV  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule  of 
the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Act  of  1964.  His  alternate  shall  be 
compensated  by  the  Federal  Government  at  not  to  exceed  the  maxi¬ 
mum  scheduled  rate  for  grade  GS-18  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  and  when  not  actively  serving  as  an  alternate  for  the 
Federal  Cochairman  shall  perform  such  functions  and  duties  as  are 
delegated  to  him  by  the  Federal  Cochairman.  Each  State  member 
and  his  alternate  shall  be  compensated  by  the  State  which  they  rep¬ 
resent  at  the  rate  established  by  the  law  of  such  State. 

FUNCTIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  102.  In  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Commission 
shall — 

(1)  develop,  on  a  continuing  basis,  comprehensive  and  co¬ 
ordinated  plans  and  programs  and  establish  priorities  thereunder, 
giving  due  consideration  to  other  Federal,  State,  and  local 
planning  in  the  region; 

(2)  conduct  and  sponsor  investigations,  research,  and  studies, 
including  an  inventory  and  analysis  of  the  resources  of  the  region, 
and,  in  cooperation  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies, 
sponsor  demonstration  projects  designed  to  foster  regional 
productivity  and  growth; 

(3)  review  and  study,  in  cooperation  with  the  agency  involved, 
Federal,  State,  and  local  public  and  private  programs  and,  where 
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appropriate,  recommend  modifications  or  additions  which  will 
increase  their  effectiveness  in  the  region; 

(4)  formulate  and  recommend,  where  appropriate,  interstate 
compacts  and  other  forms  of  interstate  cooperation,  and  work 
with  State  and  local  agencies  in  developing  appropriate  model 
legislation ; 

(5)  encourage  the  formation  of  local  development  districts; 

(6)  encourage  private  investment  in  industrial,  commercial, 
and  recreational  projects; 

(7)  serve  as  a  focal  point  and  coordinating  unit  for  Appa¬ 
lachian  programs;  and 

(8)  provide  a  forum  for  consideration  of  problems  of  the 
region  and  proposed  solutions  and  establish  and  utilize,  as  appro¬ 
priate,  citizens  and  special  advisory  councils  and  public  confer¬ 
ences  f;  and], 

[(9)  advise  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  on  applications  for 
grants  for  administrative  expenses  to  local  development  districts.] 

|  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Sec.  103.  The  Commission  may,  from  time  to  time,  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  President  and  to  the  State  Governors  and  appropri¬ 
ate  local  officials  with  respect  to — 

(1)  the  expenditure  of  funds  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  in  the  region  in  the  fields  of  natural 
resources,  agriculture,  education,  training,  health  and  welfare, 
and  other  fields  related  to  the  purposes  of  this  Act;  and 

(2)  such  additional  Federal,  State,  and  local  legislation  or 
administrative  actions  as  the  Commission  deems  necessary  to 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

LIAISON  BETWEEN  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  AND  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  104.  The  President  shall  provide  effective  and  continuing 
liaison  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  Commission  and  a 
coordinated  review  within  the  Federal  Government  of  the  plans  and 
recommendations  submitted  by  the  Commission  pursuant  to  sections 
102  and  103. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

[Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30  of  the  second  full 
Federal  fiscal  year  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  Thereafter,  such  expenses  shall  be  paid  equally 
by  the  Federal  Government  and  the  States  in  the  region.  The  share 
to  be  paid  by  each  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  Commission.  The 
Federal  Cochairman  shall  not  participate  or  vote  in  such  determi¬ 
nation.  No  assistance  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to 
any  State  or  to  any  political  subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any  State, 
nor  shall  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in 
any  determination  by  the  Commission  while  such  State  is  delinquent 
in  payment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

[(b)  Not  to  exceed  $2,200,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 
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Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30,  1967,  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Thereafter,  such  expenses  shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States  in  the  region,  except 
that  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff 
shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  share  to  be  paid  by 
each  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  Commission.  The  Federal  Co- 
chairman  shall  not  participate  or  vote  in  such  determination.  No 
assistance  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any 
political  subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any  determination  by 
the  Commission  while  such  State  is  delinquent  in  payment  of  its  share  of 
such  expenses. 

(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  to  the  Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended,  not  to  exceed 
$1 ,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to 
exceed  $400,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  expenses 
of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations  under  the  authorization  in  this  section  prior / 
to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1967  shall  remain  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  as 
amended,  until  expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  POWERS  OF  COMMISSION 

Sec.  106.  To  carry  out  its  duties  under  this  Act,  the  Commission  is 
authorized  to— 

(1)  adopt,  amend,  and  repeal  bylaws,  rules,  and  regulations 
governing  the  conduct  of  its  business  and  the  performance  of  its 
functions. 

(2)  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  an  executive  director 
and  such  other  personnel  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  carry  out  its  functions,  except  that  such  compensation 
shall  not  exceed  the  salary  of  the  alternate  to  the  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man  on  the  Commission  as  provided  in  section  101 .  No  member, 
alternate,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  Commission,  other  than  the 
Federal  Cochairman  on  the  Commission,  his  staff,  and  his  alter¬ 
nate  and  Federal  employees  detailed  to  the  Commission  under 
paragraph  (3)  shall  be  deemed  a  Federal  employee  for  anyi 
purpose. 

(3)  request  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency 
(who  is  hereby  so  authorized)  to  detail  to  temporary  duty  with 
the  Commission  such  personnel  within  his  administrative  juris¬ 
diction  as  the  Commission  may  need  for  carrying  out  its  functions, 
each  such  detail  to  be  without  loss  of  seniority,  pay,  or  other 
employee  status. 

(4)  arrange  for  the  services  of  personnel  from  any  State  or 
local  government  or  any  subdivision  or  agency  thereof,  or  any 
intergovernmental  agency. 

(5)  make  arrangements,  including  contracts,  with  any  partici¬ 
pating  State  government  for  inclusion  in  a  suitable  retirement 
and  employee  benefit  system  of  such  of  its  personnel  as  may  not 
be  eligible  for,  or  continue  in,  another  governmental  retirement 
or  employee  benefit  system,  or  otherwise  provide  for  such  coverage 
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of  its  personnel.  The  Civil  Service  Commission  of  the  United 
States  is  authorized  to  contract  with  the  Commission  for  continued 
coverage  of  Commission  employees,  who  at  date  of  Commission 
employment  are  Federal  employees,  in  the  retirement  program 
and  other  employee  benefit  programs  of  the  Federal  Government. 

(6)  accept,  use,  and  dispose  of  gifts  or  donations  of  services  or 
property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  tangible  or  intangible. 

17(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases,  cooperative 
agreements,  or  other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying 
out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate, 
with  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  United 
States  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation.] 

(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases  ( including , 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  lease  of  office  space 
for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than  June  SO,  1971),  cooperative 
agreements,  or  other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying 
out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate, 
with  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  United 
States  ( which  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the  extent  not  otherwise 
prohibited  by  law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  associa¬ 
tion,  or  corporation. 

(8)  maintain  a  temporary  office  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  establish  a  permanent  office  at  such  a  central  and  appropriate 
location  as  it  may  select  and  field  offices  at  such  other  places  as  it 
may  deem  appropriate. 

(9)  take  such  other  actions  and  incur  such  other  expenses  as 
may  be  necessary  or  appropriate. 

INFORMATION 

Sec.  107.  In  order  to  obtain  information  needed  to  carry  out  its 
duties,  the  Commission  shall — 

(1)  hold  such  hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such  times,  and  places, 
take  such  testimony,  receive  such  evidence,  and  print  or  otherwise 
reproduce  and  distribute  so  much  of  its  proceedings  and  reports 
thereon  as  it  may  deem  advisable,  a  Cochairman  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  or  any  member  of  the  Commission  designated  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  purpose,  being  hereby  authorized  to  administer 
oaths  when  it  is  determined  by  the  Commission  that  testimony 
shall  be  taken  or  evidence  received  under  oath; 

(2)  arrange  for  the  head  of  any  Federal,  State,  or  local  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  (who  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the  extent  not 
otherwise  prohibited  by  law)  to  furnish  to  the  Commission  such 
information  as  may  be  available  to  or  procurable  by  such  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency;  and 

(3)  keep  accurate  and  complete  records  of  its  doings  and 
transactions  which  shall  be  made  available  for  public  inspection, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  by  the  Comptroller 
General  or  his  duly  authorized  representatives. 
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PERSONAL  FINANCIAL  INTERESTS 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Except  as  permitted  by  subsection  (b)  hereof,  no  |: 
State  member  or  alternate  and  no  officer  or  employee  of  the  Com-  i 
mission  shall  participate  personally  and  substantially  as  member,  |i 
alternate,  officer,  or  employee,  through  decision,  approval,  disap¬ 
proval,  recommendation,  the  rendering  of  advice,  investigation,  or  ' 
otherwise,  in  any  proceeding,  application,  request  for  a  ruling  or  ; 
other  determination,  contract,  claim  controversy,  or  other  particular 
matter  in  which,  to  his  knowledge,  he,  his  spouse,  minor  child,  partner, 
organization  (other  than  a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof)  hi 
which  he  is  serving  as  officer,  director,  trustee,  partner,  or  employee, 
or  any  person  or  organization  with  whom  he  is  serving  as  officer, 
director,  trustee,  partner,  or  employee,  or  any  person  or  organization 
with  whom  he  is  negotiating  or  has  any  arrangement  concerning 
prospective  employment,  has  a  financial  interest.  Any  person  who 
shall  violate  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  fined  not  more 
than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  hereof  shall  not  apply  if  the  State  member, 
alternate,  officer,  or  employee  first  advises  the  Commission  of  the  na-  | 
ture  and  circumstances  of  the  proceeding,  application,  request  for  ' 
a  ruling  or  other  determination,  contract,  claim,  controversy,  or  other 
particular  matter  and  makes  full  disclosure  of  the  financial  interest 
and  receives  in  advance  a  written  determination  made  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  that  the  interest  is  not  so  substantial  as  to  be  deemed  likely 
to  affect  the  integrity  of  the  services  which  the  Commission  may  ex¬ 
pect  from  such  State  member,  alternate,  officer,  or  employee. 

(c)  No  State  member  or  alternate  shall  receive  any  salary,  or  any 
contribution  to  or  supplementation  of  salary  for  his  services  on  the 
Commission  from  any  source  other  than  his  State.  No  person  detailed 
to  serve  the  Commission  under  authority  of  paragraph  (4)  of  sec¬ 
tion  106  shall  receive  any  salary  or  any  contribution  to  or  supple¬ 
mentation  of  salary  for  his  services  on  the  Commission  from  any 
source  other  than  the  State,  local,  or  intergovernmental  department 
or  agency  from  which  he  was  detailed  or  from  the  Commission.  Any 
person  who  shall  violate  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  fined 
not  more  than  $5,000,  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  subsection  of  this  section,  the 
Federal  Cochairman  and  his  alternate  on  the  Commission  and  any 
Federal  officers  or  employees  detailed  to  duty  with  it  pursuant  to  ( 
paragraph  (3)  of  section  106  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  such  subsection 
but  shall  remain  subject  to  sections  202  through  209  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code. 

(e)  The  Commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  declare  void  and  re¬ 
scind  any  contract,  loan,  or  grant  of  or  by  the  Commission  in  relation 
to  which  it  finds  that  there  has  been  a  violation  of  subsection  (a)  or 
(c)  of  this  section,  or  any  of  the  provisions  of  sections  202  through 
209,  title  18,  United  States  Code. 
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TITLE  II— SPECIAL  APPALACHIAN  PROGRAMS 
Part  A — New  Programs 

APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

[Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  (hereafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  is  authorized  to  assist  in  the 
construction  of  an  Appalachian  development  highway  system  serving 
the  Appalachian  region  (the  length  of  which  shall  not  exceed  two 
thousand  three  hundred  and  fifty  miles.  In  addition  thereto,  there 
are  authorized  to  be  constructed  not  in  excess  of  one  thousand  miles 
of  local  access  roads,  that  will  serve  specific  recreational,  residential, 
commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like  facilities  or  will  facilitate  a 
school  consolidation  program).  The  system,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid  highways  in  the  region  will 
provide  a  highway  system  which  will  open  up  an  area  or  areas  with 
a  developmental  potential  where  commerce  and  communication  have 
been  inhibited  by  lack  of  adequate  access.  The  provisions  of  title 
23,  United  States  Code,  that  are  applicable  to  Federal-aid  primary 
highways,  and  which  the  Secretary  determines  are  not  inconsistent 
with  this  Act,  shall  apply  to  the  Appalachian  development  highway 
system,  and  the  local  access  roads. 

[(b)  As  soon  as  feasible,  the  Commission  shall  submit  to  the 
Secretary  its  recommendations  with  respect  to  (1)  the  general  corridor 
location  and  termini  of  the  development  highways,  (2)  the  designation 
of  local  access  roads  to  be  constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  construction 
of  the  local  access  roads  and  of  the  major  segments  of  the  development 
highways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the  program  authorized  by  this 
section.  Before  any  State  member  participates  in  or  votes  on  such 
recommendations,  he  shall  have  obtained  the  recommendations  of  the 
State  highway  department  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

[(c)  The  Secretary  shall  have  authority  to  approve  in  whole  or  in 
part  such  recommendations  or  to  require  modifications  or  revisions 
thereof.  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  approve  any  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  any  construction  which  would  require  for  its  completion  the 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds  (other  than  funds  available  under  title 
23,  United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  the  appropriation  authorizations 
in  subsection  (g).  On  its  completion  each  development  highway  not 
already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be  added  to  such 
system  and  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the  State. 

[(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  authorized  under 
this  section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use  of 
mineral  resource  materials  indigenous  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

[(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in  the  use  of 
coal  and  coal  products  in  highway  construction  and  maintenance,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  require  each  participating  State,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the  construction  of 
not  to  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

[(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  project,  unless 
the  Secretary  determines,  pursuant  to  the  recommendation  of  the 
Commission,  that  assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  required 
in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such 
Federal  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 
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[(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $840,000,000.] 

Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system  which,  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid  highways  in  the 
Appalachian  region,  will  open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental 
potential  where  commerce  and  communication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack 
of  adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  ( hereafter  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  referred  to  as  the  “ Secretary ”)  is  authorized  to  assist  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  an  Appalachian  development  highway  system  and  local  access 
roads  serving  the  Appalachian  region.  The  provisions  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  oj 
Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  which  the  Secretary 
determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  apply,  respectively , 
to  the  development  highway  system  and  the  local  access  roads.  Construc¬ 
tion  on  the  development  highway  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand 
seven  hundred  miles.  Construction  of  local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed 
two  thousand  miles  that  will  serve  specific  recreational ,  residential,  edu¬ 
cational,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like  facilities  or  will  facilitate 
a  school  consolidation  program. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary  its  designations  of 

( 1 )  the  general  corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  development  highways, 

(2)  local  access  roads  to  be  constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  construction 
of  segments  of  the  development  highways,  and  (j)  other  criteria  for  the 
program  authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State  member  participates 
in  or  votes  on  such  designations,  he  shall  have  obtained  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  State  highway  department  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist  in  any  construction  ( including 
right-of-way  acquisition)  which  would  require  for  its  completion  the 
expenditure  of  Federal  f  unds  ( other  than  f  unds  available  under  title  23, 
United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  the  appropriations  authorization  in 
subsection  (g).  On  its  completion  each  development  highway  not  already 
on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be  added  to  such  system  and  each 
development  highway  and  local  access  road  shall  be  required  to  be  main¬ 
tained  by  the  State  as  provided  for  Federal-aid  highways  in  title  23, 
United  States  Code. 

(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  authorized  under  this 
section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use  of  materials  and 
products  indigenous  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in  the  use  of  coal 
and  coal  products  in  highway  construction  and  maintenance,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  require  each  participating  State,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

(J)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under  this  section 
shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  project,  unless  the 
Commission  determines  that  assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is 
required  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall 
such  Federal  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  'is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  President,  to  be  available  until  expended,  $715,000,000  for 
the  four-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,1971.  Unexpended  balances  of 
appropriations  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  under  the  authorization  in 
this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Begional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  appropriated 
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to  the  President  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  as  amended,  and  shall 
remain  available  until  expended. 

(h)  ( 1 )  When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  construct  a  segment  of  a 
development  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  in  accordance  with 
all  procedures  and  requirements  applicable  to  the  construction  of  seg¬ 
ments  of  Appalachian  development  highways  with  such  funds,  except 
insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  have  previously  been  appro¬ 
priated,  the  Secretary,  upon  application  by  the  State  and  after  approval 
of  the  project  by  the  Commission  under  section  223 [2)  of  this  Act,  shall 
pay  to  the  State  the  Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of  the  costs 
of  construction  of  such  segment,  from  any  sums  appropriated  to  carry  out 
this  section. 

(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  commitment  or  obliga¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  funds  for  segments  of 
development  highways  constructed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not 
increase  the  limitation  on  construction  in  subsection  (c). 

[demonstration  health  facilities 

[Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of  adequate  health 
and  medical  facilities  to  the  economic  development  of  the  region,  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  for  the  construction,  equipment,  and  operation  of  multicounty 
demonstration  health  facilities,  including  hospitals,  regional  health 
diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities  necessary  to 
health.  Grants  for  such  construction  (including  initial  equipment) 
shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  title 
VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  291-291z)  and  the 
Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health  Centers 
Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat.  282),  without  regard  to  any  pro¬ 
visions  therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceiling  or  to 
allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  this  Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computa¬ 
tion  of  the  allotments  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other 
provision  of  law. 

[(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  for  construction  (including  initial 
equipment)  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  project. 
Not  to  exceed  $41,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  shall 
be  available  for  construction  grants  under  this  section. 

[(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  (including  equipment 
other  than  initial  equipment)  of  a  project  may  be  made  up  to  100  per 
centum  of  the  costs  thereof  for  the  two-year  period  beginning  on  the 
first  day  such  project  is  in  operation  as  a  health  facility.  For  the 
next  three  years  of  operations  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  such  costs.  No  grants  for  operation  of  a  project  shall  be  made 
after  five  years  following  the  commencement  of  such  operations.  Not 
to  exceed  $28,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act 
shall  be  available  for  operating  grants  under  this  section. 3 

DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  PROJECTS 

Sec.  202.  ( a )  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of  adequate  health 
facilities  and  services  to  the  economic  development  of  the  region,  the 
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Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and,  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make  grants 
for  the  planning,  construction,  equipment,  and  operation  of  multicounty 
demonstration  health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional  health  diag¬ 
nostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities  and  services  necessary  to 
health.  Grants  for  such  construction  ( including  the  acquisition  of  facili¬ 
ties  and  initial  equipment )  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (1$  U.S.C.  291- 
29 lo),  the  Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health 
Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Slat.  282),  and  other  laws  authoriz¬ 
ing  grants  for  the  construction  of  health-related  facilities,  without  regard 
to  any  provisions  therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings 
or  to  allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be 
made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation 
of  the  allotments  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision 
of  law. 

(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  any  component  of  a 
demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  such  costs,  j 
The  Federal  contribution  may  be  provided  entirely  from  funds  authorized  I 
under  this  section  or  in  combination  with  funds  provided  under  other 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
health-related  facilities .  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law  limiting 
the  Federal  share  in  such  other  programs,  funds  authorized  under  this 
section  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal  grants  for  component  facilities 
of  a  demonstration  health  project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  centum  of  the 
costs  of  such  facilities. 

(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  ( including  initial  operating 
funds  and  operating  deficits  comprising  among  other  items  the  costs  of 
attracting,  training,  and  retaining  qualified  personnel )  of  a  demonstration 
health  project,  whether  or  not  constructed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum  of  the  costs  thereof  for  the 
two-year  period  beginning,  for  each  component  facility  or  service  assisted 
under  any  such  operating  grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or 
service  is  in  operation  as  a  part  of  the  project.  For  the  next  three  years 
of  operations  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  such  costs. 
No  grants  for  operation  of  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made 
after  five  years  following  the  commencement  of  the  initial  grant  for  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  project.  Notwithstanding  section  10 j  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  55 Jf),  a  health-related  * 
facility  constructed  under  title  I  of  that  Act  may  be  a  component  of  a 
demonstration  health  project  eligible  for  operating  grant  assistance  under 
this  section. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized  to 
provide  funds  to  the  Commission  for  the  support  of  its  Health  Advisory 
Committee  and  to  make  grants  for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for  the 
development  and  operation  of  demonstration  health  projects  for  the  region. 
The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such 
expenses. 

(e)  Not  to  exceed  $70,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  jOl  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 


I 
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LAND  STABILIZATION,  CONSERVATION,  AND  EROSION  CONTROL 

Sec.  203.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  control  and  prevention  of 
erosion  and  sediment  damages  in  the  Appalachian  region  and  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  conservation  and  development  of  the  soil  and  water  resources 
of  the  region,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements  of  not  more  than  ten  years  with  landowners,  operators,  and 
occupiers,  individually  or  collectively,  in  the  Appalachian  region 
determined  by  him  to  have  control  for  the  period  of  the  agreement  of 
the  lands  described  therein,  providing  for  land  stabilization,  erosion 
and  sediment  control,  and  reclamation  through  changes  in  land  use, 
and  conservation  treatment  including  the  establishment  of  practices 
and  measures  for  the  conservation  and  development  of  soil,  water, 
woodland,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources. 

(b)  The  landowner,  operator,  or  occupier  shall  furnish  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  conservation  and  development  plan  setting 
forth  the  appropriate  and  safe  land  uses  and  conservation  treatment 
mutually  agreed  by  the  Secretary  and  the  landowner,  operator,  or 
occupier  to  be  needed  on  the  lands  for  which  the  plan  was  prepared. 

(c)  Such  plan  shall  be  incorporated  in  an  agreement  under  which 
the  landowner,  operator,  or  occupier  shall  agree  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  carry  out  the  land  uses  and  conservation  treatment 
provided  for  in  such  plan  on  the  lands  described  in  the  agreement  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  thereof. 

(d)  In  return  for  such  agreement  by  the  landowner,  operator,  or 
occupier  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  be  authorized  to  furnish 
financial  and  other  assistance  to  such  landowner,  operator,  or  occupier 
in  such  amounts  and  subject  to  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  are  appropriate  and  in  the  public  interest  for  the  carrying  out 
of  the  land  uses  and  conservation  treatment  set  forth  in  the  agreement : 
Provided,  That  grants  hereunder  shall  not  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  carrying  out  such  land  uses  and  conservation  treatment  on  fifty 
acres  of  land  occupied  by  such  owner,  operator,  or  occupier. 

(e)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  terminate  any  agreement 
with  a  landowner,  operator,  or  occupier  by  mutual  agreement  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that  such  termination  would  be  in  the  public 
interest,  and  may  agree  to  such  modification  of  agreements  previously 

I  entered  into  hereunder  as  he  deems  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  section  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the 
program  authorized  herein. 

(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  to  the  extent  he  deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  may  provide  in  any  agreement  hereunder  for  (1) 
preservation  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  the  period  covered  by  the  agree- 
!  ment  and  an  equal  period  thereafter  of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and 
allotment  history  applicable  to  land  covered  by  the  agreement  for  the 
purpose  of  any  Federal  program  under  which  such  history  is  used  as  a 
basis  for  an  allotment  or  other  limitation  on  the  production  of  such 
:  crop;  or  (2)  surrender  of  any  such  history  and  allotments. 

(g)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  be  authorized  to  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  determines  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

(h)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  shall  utilize  the  services  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
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Service,  and  the  State  and  local  committees  provided  for  in  section 
8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C. ; 
590(b)),  and  is  authorized  to  utilize  the  facilities,  services,  and  au¬ 
thorities  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Corporation 
shall  not  make  any  expenditures  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection  unless  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  such  purpose 
have  been  transferred  to  it. 

[(i)  Not  to  exceed  $17,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 3 

(i)  Not  to  exceed  $ 19,000,000  of  the  f  unds  authorized  in  section  401  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  'period  ending  June  SO,  1969,  shall  he 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

TIMBER  DEVELOPMENT  ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  order  that  the  region  shall  more  fully  benefit  from 
the  timber  stands  that  are  one  of  its  prime  assets,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to — 

(1)  provide  technical  assistance  in  the  organization  and  opera¬ 
tion,  under  State  law,  of  private  timber  development  organiza¬ 
tions  having  as  their  objective  the  carrying  out  of  timber 
development  programs  to  improve  timber  productivity  and 
quality,  and  increase  returns  to  landowners  through  establish¬ 
ment  of  private  nonprofit  corporations,  which  on  a  self-supporting 
basis  may  provide  (A)  continuity  of  management,  good  cutting 
practices,  and  marketing  services,  (B)  physical  consolidation 
of  small  holdings  or  administrative  consolidation  for  efficient 
management  under  long-term  agreement,  (C)  management  of 
forest  lands,  donated  to  the  timber  development  organizations 
for  demonstrating  good  forest  management,  on  a  profitable  and 
taxpaying  basis,  and  (D)  establishment  of  a  permanent  fund 
for  perpetuation  of  the  work  of  the  corporations  to  be  composed 
of  donations,  real  or  personal,  for  educational  purposes. 

(2)  provide  not  more  than  one-half  of  the  initial  capital  re¬ 
quirements  of  such  timber  development  organizations  through 
loans  under  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Consolidated  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1926  et  seq.). 
Such  loans  shall  not  be  used  for  the  construction  or  acquisition 
of  facilities  for  manufacturing,  processing,  or  marketing  forest  *. 
products,  or  for  physical  consolidation  of  small  timber  holdings 
authorized  by  (1)(B)  above  except  for  the  establishment  of 
demonstration  units. 

[(b)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. Tj 

(6)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  provide  technical 
assistance,  make  grants,  enter  into  contracts,  or  otherwise  provide  funds, 
to  forest  products  research  institutions  in  the  region  and  other  appropriate 
public  and  private  organizations,  for  Appalachian  hardwood  products 
research,  including  investigations,  studies,  and  demonstrations,  which  will 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  Funds  shall  be  provided  only  for  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  will  contribute  significantly  to  the  development 
of  ( 1 )  Appalachian  hardwood  technology,  ( 2 )  new  or  improved  uses  of 
Appalachian  hardwood  resources,  ( 3 )  new  or  improved  processes  or  meth¬ 
ods  for  producing  hardwood  products,  or  (4)  new  or  improved  markets 
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for  such  products.  Funds  under  this  section  shall  be  provided  solely  out 
of  sums  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this 
Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  allocation  or  distribution 
of  funds  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

(c)  Not  to  exceed  $4,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-iiscal-year  period  ending  June  SO,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 

MINING  AREA  RESTORATION 

Sec.  205.  (a)  In  order  to  further  the  economic  development  of 
the  region  by  rehabilitating  areas  presently  damaged  by  deleterious 
mining  practices,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to — 

[(1)  make  financial  contributions  to  States  in  the  region  to 
seal  and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines,  and  to  reclaim  and 
rehabilitate  existing  strip  and  surface  mine  areas,  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.), 
to  the  extent  applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2(b)  thereof 
(30  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to  any  provisions  therein  limiting  assist¬ 
ance  to  anthricite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  made 
wholly  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purposes 
of  carrying  out  this  Act. 3 

(1)  make  financial  contributions  to  States  in  the  region  to  seal 
and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and  abandoned  oil  and  gas 
wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabilitate  lands  affected  by  the  strip  and 
surface  mining  and  processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals ,  including 
lands  affected  by  waste  piles,  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  July  15, 1955  (SO  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.),  to  the  extent  applicable, 
without  regard  to  section  2(b)  thereof  (80  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to  any 
provisions  therein  limiting  assistance  to  anthracite  coal  formation, 
or  to  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  be  made  wholly  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  carrying  out  this  Act. 

(2)  plan  and  execute  projects  for  extinguishing  underground 
and  outcrop  mine  fires  in  the  region  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  August  31,  1954  (30  U.S.C.  551  et  seq.), 
without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating  to  annual  appro¬ 
priation  authorization  ceilings.  Grants  under  this  paragraph 
shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act. 

(3)  expand  and  accelerate  fish  and  wildlife  restoration  projects 
in  the  region  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
September  2,  1937  (16  U.S.C.  669  et  seq.),  and  the  Act  of  Aug¬ 
ust  9,  1950  (16  U.S.C.  777  et  seq.),  without  regard  to  any  provi¬ 
sions  therein  relating  to  apportionments  among  the  States  and 
to  limitations  on  the  availability  of  funds.  The  expenses  of  proj¬ 
ects  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  paid  solely  ouf  of  funds  specifi¬ 
cally  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  the 
apportionments  among  the  States  pursuant  to  any  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  law. 

(b)  For  the  fiscal  years  [1966  and  19673  1966,  1967 ,  1968,  and 
1969,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Federal  share 
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of  mining  area  restoration  [projects]  projects,  including  reasonable 
planning,  engineering  and  land  acquisition  costs,  carried  out  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  and  conducted  on  lands  other  than  federally 
owned  lands  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof. 

(c)  The  Congress  hereby  declares  its  intent  to  provide  for  a  study 
of  a  comprehensive,  long-range  program  for  the  purpose  of  reclaiming 
and  rehabilitating  strip  and  surface  mining  areas  in  the  United  States. 
To  this  general  end,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  in  full  coop¬ 
eration  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority,  and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies,  and  with  the  Commission,  make  a  survey  and 
study  of  strip  and  surface  mining  operations  and  their  effects  in  the 
United  States.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  submit  to  the 
President  his  recommendations  for  a  long-range  comprehensive  pro¬ 
gram  for  reclamation  and  rehabilitation  of  strip  and  surface  mining 
areas  in  the  United  States  and  for  the  policies  under  which  the  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  conducted,  and  the  President  shall  submit  these  to 
the  Congress,  together  with  his  recommendations,  not  later  than  July  1, 
1967.  By  July  1,  1966,  the  Secretary  shall  make  an  interim  report 
to  the  Commission  summarizing  his  findings  to  that  date  on  those 
aspects  of  strip  and  surface  mining  operations  in  the  region  that  are 
most  urgently  in  need  of  attention.  Such  study  and  recommendations 
shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  a  consideration  of  the  following 
matters — 

(1)  the  nature  and  extent  of  strip  and  surface  mining  opera¬ 
tions  in  the  United  States  and  the  conditions  resulting  therefrom; 

(2)  the  ownership  of  the  real  property  involved  in  strip  and 
surface  mining  operations; 

(3)  the  effectiveness  of  past  action  by  States  or  local  units  of 
government  to  remedy  the  adverse  effects  of  strip  and  surface 
mining  operation  by  financial  or  regulatory  measures,  and  require¬ 
ments  for  appropriate  State  legislation,  including  adequate  en¬ 
forcement  thereof,  to  provide  for  proper  reclamation  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  of  areas  which  may  be  strip  and  surface  mined  in  the  future; 

(4)  the  public  interest  in  and  public  benefits  which  may  result 
from  reclamation,  rehabilitation,  and  appropriate  development 
and  use  of  areas  subjected  to  strip  and  surface  mining  operations, 
including  (A)  economic  development  growth,  (B)  public  recrea¬ 
tion,  (C)  public  health  and  safety,  (D)  water  pollution,  stream 
sedimentation,  erosion  control,  and  flood  control,  (E)  highway 
programs,  (F)  fish  and  wildlife  protection  and  restoration,  (G) 
scenic  values  and  (H)  forestry  and  agriculture; 

(5)  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal,  State,  and  private  inter¬ 
ests  in  the  reclamation  and  rehabilitation  of  strip  and  surface 
mining  areas  and  the  relative  costs  to  be  borne,  by  each,  including 
specific  consideration  of  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to  which  strip  and 
surface  mine  operators  are  unable  to  bear  the  cost  of  remedial 
action  within  the  limits  imposed  by  the  economics  of  such  mining 
activity,  and  (B)  the  extent  to  which  the  prospective  value  of 
lands  and  other  natural  resources,  after  remedial  work  has  been 
completed,  would  be  inadequate  to  justify  the  landowners  doing 
the  remedial  work  at  their  expense;  and 

(6)  the  objectives  and  the  total  overall  costs  of  a  program  for 
accomplishing  the  reclamation  and  rehabilitation  of  existing  strip 
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and  surface  mining  areas  in  the  United  States,  giving  adequate 
consideration  to  (A)  the  economic  benefits  in  relation  to  costs, 
(B)  the  prevention  of  future  devastation  of  reclaimed  and  re¬ 
habilitated  areas,  (C)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted  financial  gain 
to  private  owners  of  improved  property,  and  (D)  the  types  of  aid 
required  to  accomplish  such  reclamation  and  rehabilitation. 

(d)  £Not  to  exceed  $36,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section."!  Not  to  exceed 
$39,150,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  Jane  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry 
out  this  section.  No  moneys  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  ex¬ 
pended  for  the  purposes  of  reclaiming,  improving,  grading,  seeding, 
or  reforestation  of  strip-mined  areas  (except  on  lands  owned  by  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  or  local  bodies  of  government)  until  authorized  by  law 
after  completion  of  the  study  and  report  to  the  President  as  provided 
in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section. 


WATER  RESOURCE  SURVEY 


Sec.  206.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  prepare  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  development  and 
efficient  utilization  of  the  water  and  related  resources  of  the  Appala- 
chain  region,  giving  special  attention  to  the  need  for  an  increase  in  the 
production  of  economic  goods  and  services  within  the  region  as  a 
means  of  expanding  economic  opportunities  and  thus  enhancing  the 
welfare  of  its  people,  which  plan  shall  constitute  an  integral  and  har¬ 
monious  component  of  the  regional  economic  development  program 
authorized  by  this  Act. 

(b)  This  plan  may  recommend  measures  for  the  control  of  floods, 
the  regulation  of  the  rivers  to  enhance  their  value  as  sources  of  water 
supply  for  industrial  and  municipal  development,  the  generation  of 
hydroelectric  power,  the  prevention  of  water  pollution  by  drainage 
from  mines,  the  development  and  enhancement  of  the  recreational 
potentials  of  the  region,  the  improvement  of  the  rivers  for  navigation 
where  this  would  further  industrial  development  at  less  cost  than 
would  the  improvement  of  other  modes  of  transportation,  the  conser¬ 
vation  and  efficient  utilization  of  the  land  resource,  and  such  other 
measures  as  may  be  found  necessary  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  this 
section. 

(c)  To  insure  that  the  plan  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
shall  constitute  a  harmonious  component  of  the  regional  program,  he 
shall  consult  with  the  Commission  and  the  following:  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority,  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

(d)  The  plan  prepared  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Commission.  The  Commission  shall  submit  the  plan  to  the 
President  with  a  statement  of  its  views,  and  the  President  shall  submit 
the  plan  to  the  Congress  with  his  recommendations  not  later  than 
December  31,  1968. 

(e)  The  Federal  agencies  referred  to  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  are  hereby  authorized  to  assist  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  the 
preparation  of  the  plan  authorized  by  this  section,  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts, 
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leases,  cooperative  agreements,  or  other  transactions  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  preparation  of  this  plan  and  on  such  terms  as  he  may  deem 
appropriate,  with  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency, 
or  instrumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation. 

(f)  The  plan  to  be  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  shall  also  be  coordinated  with  all  comprehensive 
river  basin  plans  heretofore  or  hereafter  developed  by  United  States 
study  commissions,  interagency  committees,  or  similar  planning 
bodies,  for  those  river  systems  draining  the  Appalachian  region. 

[(g)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

(g)  Not  to  exceed  $£,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  'period  ending  June  80,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  PLANNING  AND  OTHER  PRELIMINARY  EXPENSES  OF 

PROPOSED  HOUSING  PROJECTS  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE  NATIONAL 

HOUSING  ACT 

Sec.  £07 .  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the  construction  or 
rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and  moderate-income 
families  and  individuals,  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  ( hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  11  Secretary”)  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  established 
by  this  section,  under  such  terms  and,  conditions  as  he  may  prescribe,  to 
nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  cooperative  organizations,  or  to  public 
bodies,  for  expenses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage 
for  a  housing  construction  or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section  221  of 
the  National  Housing  Act  ( hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  “section 
221”),  in  any  area  of  the  Appalachian  region  determined  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  have  significant  potential  for  future  growth. 

(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  those 
administrative  expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  under  section  221,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to 
be  recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  such  section: 
Provided,  That  no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an  organization  established  for 
profit. 

(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of 
planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section  221, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  market 
needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  fees,  site  options, 
Federal  Housing  Administration  and  Federal  National  Mortgage  Asso¬ 
ciation  fees,  and  construction  loan  fees  and  discounts.  Loans  may  be 
made  without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or  below  market  interest  rate 
authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221:  Provided,  That  any 
loan  made  to  an  organization  established  for  profit  shall  bear  interest  at 
the  prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  such 
section.  The  Secretary  may,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  an  organiza¬ 
tion  established  for  profit,  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  interest,  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is 
unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  section 
221. 
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(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section 
shall  be  deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Appalachian 
Housing  Fund  and  shall  be  used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary  for 
carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  expenses  of  administration  of  this 
section  may  be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund  not  needed  for 
current  operation  may  be  invested  in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guaranteed 
as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States. 

(e)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  80,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

Part  B — Supplementations  and  Modifications  of  Existing 

Programs 

VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION  FACILITIES 

Sec.  211.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  basic  facilities  to  give  the  people 
of  the  region  the  training  and  education  they  need  to  obtain  employ¬ 
ment,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  for  construction  of  the  school  facilities  and  for  the 
equipment  of  such  facilities  and  other  school  facilities  needed  for  the 
provision  of  vocational  education  in  areas  of  the  region  in  which  such 
education  is  not  now  adequately  available.  Such  grants  shall  be  made 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1963  (77  Stat.  403),  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating 
to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among  the 
States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments 
among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

[(b)  Not  to  exceed  $16,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

( b )  Not  to  exceed  $18,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

SEWAGE  TREATMENT  WORKS 

Sec.  212.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  facilities  to  assist  in  the  prevention 
of  pollution  of  the  region’s  streams  and  to  protect  the  health  and 
welfare  of  its  citizens,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  is  authorized  to  make  grants  for  the  construction  of  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  works  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  466  et  seq.),  without  regard  to  any 
provisions  therein  relating  to  appropriations  authorizations  ceilings  or 
to  allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be 
made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  compu¬ 
tation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States  pursuant  to  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law. 

[(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

( b )  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 1969,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  carry  out  this  section. 
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AMENDMENTS  TO  HOUSING  ACT  OF  1954 

Sec.  213.  (a)  (Amends  section  701(a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954, 
which  follows:) 

§  461.  Urban  planning. 

(a)  Grants  by  Administrator;  authorization. 

In  order  to  assist  State  and  local  governments  in  solving  planning 
problems  resulting  from  the  increasing  concentration  of  population  in 
metropolitan  and  other  urban  areas,  including  smaller  commimities; 
to  facilitate  comprehensive  planning  for  urban  development,  including 
coordinated  transportation  systems,  on  a  continuing  basis  by  such 
governments;  and  to  encourage  such  governments  to  establish  and 
improve  planning  staffs,  the  Administrator  is  authorized  to  make 
planning  grants  to — 

******* 

(7)  to  official  governmental  planning  agencies  for  any  area 
where  there  has  occurred  a  substantial  reduction  in  employment 
opportunities  as  the  result  of  (A)  the  closing  (in  whole  or  in  part)  u 
of  a  Federal  installation,  or  (B)  a  decline  in  the  volume  of  Govern¬ 
ment  orders  for  the  procurement  of  articles  or  materials  produced 

or  manufactured  in  such  area; 

(8)  tribal  planning  councils  or  other  tribal  bodies  designated 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  planning  for  an  Indian 
reservation  to  which  no  State  planning  agency  or  other  agency  or 
instrumentality  is  empowered  to  provide  planning  assistance 
under  clause  (D)  of  paragraph  (1)  above;  [and] 

[(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  established  by  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for  compre¬ 
hensive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section 
403  of  such  Act.] 

(j 9 )  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  jor  comprehensive 
planning  j or  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section  403  oj  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  oj  1965;  and 

(10)  local  development  districts,  certified  under  section  SOI  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  oj  1965,  jor  comprehensive 
planning  jor  their  entire  areas,  or  for  metropolitan  planning,  urban 
planning,  county  planning ,  or  small  municipality  planning  within  A 
such  areas  in  the  Appalachian  region,  and  jor  planning  jor  Appa¬ 
lachian  regional  programs. 

(b)  (Amends  section  701(b)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954,  which 
follows:) 

(b)  Maximum  amount  of  grant;  terms  and  conditions;  advances  or 

progress  payments;  appropriations. 

A  planning  grant  made  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  two- 
thirds  of  the  estimated  cost  of  the  work  for  which  the  grant  is  made: 
Provided,  That  such  a  grant  may  be  in  an  amount  not  exceeding 
three-fourths  of  such  estimated  cost  to  an  official  governmental 
planning  agency  for  an  area  described  in  subsection  (a)(7)  of  this 
section,  or  for  planning  being  carried  out  for  a  city,  other  municipality, 
county,  group  of  adjacent  communities,  or  Indian  reservation  in  an 
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area  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a  redevelopment 
area  under  section  5  of  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  (or  under  any 
Act  supplementary  thereto),  to  States  and  local  development  districts 
participating  in  planning  for  Appalachian  regional  programs,  for 
expenses  incurred  in  the  course  of  such  planning,  or  to  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Regional  Commission.  All  grants  made  under  this  section  shall 
be  subject  to  terms  and  conditions  prescribed  by  the  Administrator. 
No  portion  of  any  grant  made  under  this  section  shall  be  used  for  the 
preparation  of  plans  for  specific  public  works.  The  Administrator  is 
authorized,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  529  of  Title  31, 
to  make  advances  or  progress  payments  on  account  of  any  grant 
made  under  this  section.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not 
exceeding  $230,000,000  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section,  and 
any  amounts  so  appropriated  shall  remain  available  until  expended : 
Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  any  funds  so  appropriated 
may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  for  studies,  research,  and  demon¬ 
stration  projects,  undertaken  independently  or  by  contract,  for  the 
development  and  improvement  of  techniques  and  methods  for  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  and  for  the  advancement  of  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

SUPPLEMENTS  TO  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

[Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States,  and  local  com¬ 
munities  of  the  region,  including  local  development  districts,  to  take 
maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  (as  herein¬ 
after  defined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of 
their  economic  situation,  they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching 
share,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized,  pursuant  to  specific 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  approved  by  him  and  after 
consultation  with  the  appropriate  Federal  officials,  to  allocate  funds 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section  to  the  heads  of  the  departments, 
agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  Government  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs. 
Funds  so  allocated  shall  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the 
Federal  contribution  to  projects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  project  otherwise  authorized 
by  the  applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  allocated  for  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  available  under  the  Act 
authorizing  such  programs.  Such  allocations  shall  be  available  with¬ 
out  regard  to  any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

[(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in 
excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  such  regulations  shall  in  no  event 
authorize  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  to  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

[(c)  The  term  “Federal  grant-in-aid  programs”  as  used  in  this 
section  means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  this 
Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  and  all  other 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  on  or  before  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the  acquisition  of  land 
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and  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not 
limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  the  following  Acts: 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act; 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal 
Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934;  Pligher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National  Defense  Education  Act  of 
1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  the  program  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  development  highway  system  authorized  by  section  201 
of  this  Act  or  any  other  program  relating  to  highway  or  road  con¬ 
struction,  or  (B)  any  other  program  for  which  loans  or  other  Federal 
financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  authorized  by 
this  or  any  other  Act. 

[(d)  Not  to  exceed  $90,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

Sec.  21f.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States,  and  local  com¬ 
munities  of  the  region,  including  local  development  districts,  to  take  maxi¬ 
mum  advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined ) 
for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situa¬ 
tion,  they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  President  is 
authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  to  be  used  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  projects  under  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs,  as  hereafter  defined,  above  the  fixed  maximum 
portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable 
law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for 
which  funds  are  available  under  the  Acts  authorizing  such  programs  and 
shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authorization 
ceilings  in  such  Acts. 

(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in  excess 
of  the  percentages  established  by  the  Commission,  and  shall  in  no  event 
exceed  80  per  centum  thereof. 

(c)  The  term  “ Federal  grant-in-aid  programs”  as  used  in  this  section 
means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  this  Act  for 
the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities ,  and  all  other  existing  or  future 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authoriaed  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act 
for  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities, 
including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in  aid-programs  authorized  by  the  follow¬ 
ing  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act; 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal  Airport 
Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communications  Act  of  193 4;  Higher 
Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
Act  of  1965;  and  National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall 
not  include  (A)  the  program  for  the  construction  of  the  development 
highway  system  authorized  by  section  201  of  this  Act  or  any  other  program 
relating  to  highway  or  road  construction,  or  (B)  any  other  program  for 
which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid 
program,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act. 

(d)  Not  to  exceed  $97 ,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  JfOl 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 
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CULTURAL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  215.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  development  of  the  cultural 
resources  of  the  region ,  the  Chairman  of  the  National  Endowment  for  the 
Arts  is  authorized  to  make  grants  to  assist  the  member  States  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  ( 1 )  in  supporting  existing  programs  and  projects  ( including 
productions)  in  the  region  which  meet  the  standards  enumerated  in  section 
5(c)  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  Act 
of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  05 j;  79  Stat.  8j6);  and  (2)  in  developing  programs 
and  projects  in  the  arts  in  such  a  manner  as  will  serve  all  the  people  of  the 
region.  Such  grants  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  section  5  of  that  Act,  for  programs  and  projects  which  are 
compatible  with  State  plans  approved  pursuant  to  subsection  (h)  thereof, 
without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating  to  appropriation 
authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under 
this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

(b)  No  grant  shall  be  made  to  a  State  for  a  workshop  production  (other 
than  a  workshop  conducted  by  a  school,  college,  or  university)  for  which 
a ■  direct  or  indirect  admission  charge  is  asked  if  the  proceeds,  after  de¬ 
ducting  reasonable  costs,  are  used  for  purposes  other  than  assisting  the 
recipient  to  develop  high  standards  of  artistic  excellence  or  encourage  greater 
appreciation  of  the  arts  and  humanities  by  the  people  of  the  region. 

(c)  Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  jOl  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  80,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

Part  C — General  Provisions 

MAINTENANCE  OF  EFFORT 

Sec.  221.  No  State  and  no  political  subdivision  of  such  State  shall 
be  eligible  to  receive  benefits  under  this  Act  unless  the  aggregate 
expenditures  of  State  funds,  [exclusive  of  Federal  funds,]  exclusive  of 
expenditures  for  participation  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways,  and  exclusive  of  local  funds  and,  Federal  funds,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  area  within  the  State  located  in  the  region  are  maintained 
at  a  level  which  does  not  fall  below  the  average  level  of  such  expendi¬ 
tures  for  its  last  two  full  fiscal  years  preceding  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act.  In  computing  the  average  level  of  expenditure  for  its 
last  two  fiscal  years,  a  State’s  past  expenditure  for  participation  in 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  and  expendi¬ 
tures  of  local  funds  and  Federal  funds  shall  not  be  included.  The 
Commission  shall  recommend  to  the  President  or  such  Federal 
officer  or  officers  as  the  President  may  designate,  a  lesser  requirement 
when  it  finds  that  a  substantial  population  decrease  in  that  portion 
of  a  State  which  lies  within  the  region  would  not  justify  a  State 
expenditure  equal  to  the  average  level  of  the  last  two  years  or  when 
it  finds  that  a  State’s  average  level  of  expenditure,  with  an  individual 
program,  has  been  disproportionate  to  the  present  need  for  that 
portion  of  the  State  which  lies  within  the  region. 
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CONSENT  OF  STATES 

Sec.  222.  Nothing  contained,  in  this  Act  shall  be  interpreted  as 
requiring  any  State  to  engage  in  or  accept  any  program  under  this  Act 
without  its  consent. 


PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

[Sec.  223.  A  program  and  projects  authorized  under  any  section 
of  this  title  shall  not  be  implemented  until  (1)  the  Commission  has 
consulted  with  the  appropriate  official  or  officials  concerned  with  such 
program  and  projects  as  may  be  designated  by  the  Governor  or 
Governors  of  the  State  or  States  involved  and  has  obtained  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  such  official  or  officials  with  respect  to  such  program 
and  projects  and  (2)  plans  with  respect  to  such  program  and  projects 
have  been  recommended  by  the  Commission  and  have  been  submitted 
to  and  approved  or  modified  by  the  President  or  such  Federal  officer 
or  officers  as  the  President  may  designate.] 

Sec.  228.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under  any  section  of  this 
title  shall  be  implemented  until  ( 1 )  applications  and  plans  relating  to 
the  program  or  project  have  been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal  laws 
which  he  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the 
Commission  has  approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under  section  22 f  and  will  contribute 
to  the  development  of  the  region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling. 

PROGRAM  DEVELOPMENT  CRITERIA 

Sec.  224.  (a)  [In  developing  recommendations  on  the]  In  con¬ 
sidering  programs  and  projects  to  be  given  assistance  under  this  Act, 
and  in  establishing  [within  those  recommendations]  a  priority  ranking 
on  the  requests  for  assistance  presented  to  the  Commission,  the' 
Commission  shall  follow  procedures  that  will  insure  consideration  of 
the  following  factors: 

(1)  the  relationship  of  the  project  or  class  of  projects  to  overall 
regional  development  including  its  location  in  an  area  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  State  to  have  a  significant  potential  for  growth; 

(2)  the  population  and  area  to  be  served  by  the  project  or 
class  of  projects  including  the  relative  per  capita  income  and  the 
unemployment  rates  in  the  area; 

(3)  the  relative  financial  resources  available  to  the  State  or 
political  subdivisions  or  instrumentalities  thereof  which  seek  to 
undertake  the  project; 

(4)  the  importance  of  the  project  or  class  of  projects  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  other  projects  or  classes  of  projects  which  may  be  in  com¬ 
petition  for  the  same  funds; 

(5)  the  prospects  that  the  project  for  which  assistance  is  sought 
will  improve,  on  a  continuing  rather  than  a  temporary  basis, 
the  opportunities  for  employment,  the  average  level  of  income,  or 
the  economic  and  social  development  of  the  area  served  by  the 
project. 

(b)  No  financial  assistance  shall  be  authorized  imder  this  Act  to 
be  used  (1)  [in  relocating  any  establishment  or  establishments  from 
one  area  to  another;]  to  assist  establishments  relocating  from  one  area 
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to  another;  (2)  to  finance  the  cost  of  industrial  plants,  commercial 
facilities,  machinery,  working  capital,  or  other  industrial  facilities  or 
to  enable  plant  subcontractors  to  undertake  work  theretofore  per¬ 
formed  in  another  area  by  other  subcontractors  or  contractors ;  (3)  to 
finance  the  cost  of  facilities  for  the  generation,  transmission,  or  distri¬ 
bution  of  electric  energy;  or  (4)  to  finance  the  cost  of  facilities  for  the 
production,  transmission,  or  distribution  of  gas  (natural,  manufac¬ 
tured,  or  mixed) . 

TITLE  III— ADMINISTRATION 

LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT  DISTRICTS — CERTIFICATION 

Sec.  301.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  a  “local  development  dis¬ 
trict”  shall  be  an  entity  certified  to  the  Commission  either  by  the 
Governor  of  the  State  or  States  in  which  such  entity  is  located,  or 
by  the  State  officer  designated  by  the  appropriate  State  law  to  make 
such  certification,  as  having  a  charter  or  authority  that  includes  the 
economic  development  of  counties  or  parts  of  counties  or  other  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  within  the  region.  No  entity  shall  be  certified  as  a 
local  development  district  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  unless  it  is  one 
of  the  following : 

(1)  a  nonprofit  incorporated  body  organized  or  chartered  un¬ 
der  the  law  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located; 

(2)  a  nonprofit  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local 
government; 

(3)  a  nonprofit  agency  or  instrumentality  created  through  an 
interstate  compact;  or 

(4)  a  nonprofit  association  or  combination  of  such  bodies, 
agencies,  and  instrumentalities. 

GRANTS  FOR  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  OF  LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT 

DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RESEARCH  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

[Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized — - 

[(1)  either  directly  or  through  arrangements  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  to  make  grants  for  administrative  expenses  to  local  develop¬ 
ment  districts.  The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed 
75  per  centum  of  such  expenses  in  any  one  fiscal  year.  No  grants 
for  administrative  expenses  shall  be  made  to  a  local  development 
district  for  a  period  in  excess  of  three  years  beginning  on  the  date 
the  initial  grant  is  made  to  such  development  district.  The  local 
contributions  for  administrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash  or  in 
kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including  but  not  limited  to  space,  equip¬ 
ment,  and  services;  and 

Q(2)  either  directly  or  through  arrangements  with  appropriate 
public  or  private  organizations  (including  the  Commission),  to 
provide  funds  for  investigation,  research,  studies,  and  demonstra¬ 
tion  projects,  but  not  for  construction  purposes,  which  will  further 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

[(b)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of 
transactions  and  activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report 
thereon  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  The  records  of  the  recipient 
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shall  be  available  for  audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  and  the  Comptroller  General,  or  their  duly  author¬ 
ized  representatives. 

[(c)  Not  to  exceed  $5,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  President  is  authorized— 

( 1 )  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  including  technical  services,  of  local  development  districts,  but 
(A)  the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of 
such  expenses,  ( B )  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses  shall  be 
made  for  a  local  development  district  for  a  period  in  excess  of  three 
years  beginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made  for  such  develop¬ 
ment  district,  and  (<7)  the  local  development  district  contributions  for 
administrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated, 
including  but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services;  and 

(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  investigation,  research, 
studies,  technical  assistance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and  for 
training  programs,  but  not  for  construction  purposes,  which  will 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  make  a  survey  and  study  of  acid 
pollution  in  the  region  resulting  from  mining  activities  and  the  effects  of 
such  pollution,  in  full  cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
other  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  departments  and  agencies, 
with  the  objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  action  program  for  the 
appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  such  pollution  in  the 
region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution.  The  Commission  shall  submit  to 
the  President  a  report,  including  specific  recommendations  for  such  pro¬ 
gram  and  for  the  policies  under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and  the 
President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the  Congress,  together  with  his  rec¬ 
ommendations,  not  later  than  March  31,  1969.  The  study  shall,  among 
other  matters — 

(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and 
their  type,  area,  ownership,  and  other  characteristics;  the  relative 
contribution  of  each  source;  and  the  impact  of  each  source  on  water 
quality  in  the  streams  affected. 

(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water  using  and  other  activities 
which  are  affected  by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  or  originating 
in  the  region,  and  the  economic  and  social  costs  and  effects  attrib¬ 
utable  to  such  pollution. 

(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for  the  control  and  abate¬ 
ment  of  acid  mine  pollution. 

(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  benefits,  public  and  private, 
that  are  likely  to  result  from  reducing  to  various  levels  acid  mine 
pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region  and  identify  the  types  of  bene¬ 
ficiaries  and  the  relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such  benefici- 
aires. 

(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal,  State,  and  private 
interests  in  programs  for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid 
mine  pollution  in  the  region  and  the  relative  costs  which  each  should 
bear,  including  specifically  {A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to  which  private 
interests  can  bear  the  cost  of  such  programs  within  the  economics  of 
mining  activity,  ( B )  the  effedivness  of  past  action  by  Federal,  State, 
and  local  units  of  government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the  adverse 
effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (Cj  relationships  which  might  be  estab- 
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lished  among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  government,  and  with 
private  interests,  for  implementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and 
(D)  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal  and  State  legislation,  including 
adequate  enforcement  provisions ,  for  such  programs. 

(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction, 
or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  including  the 
identification  of  specific  objectives  and  costs,  with  due  consideration 
to:  (A)  the  developmental  effects  of  the  program,  (B)  the  economic 
benefits  of  the  program  in  relation  to  costs,  (O)  the  social  effects  of 
the  program,  (D)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted  financial  gain  to 
private  interests,  and  ( E )  the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to 
accomplish  the  program. 

(c)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by  the  President,  maintain 
accurate  and  complete  records  of  transactions  and  activities  financed  with 
Federal  funds  and  report  thereon  to  the  President.  The  records  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  available  for  audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by 
the  President  and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  authorized 
representatives . 

)  (d)  Not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 

of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.  Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such 
authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  lb) . 

[(d)]  (e)  No  part  of  any  appropriated  funds  may  be  expended 
pursuant  to  authorization  given  by  this  Act  involving  any  scientific  or 
technological  research  or  development  activity  unless  such  expenditure 
is  conditioned  upon  provisions  effective  to  insure  that  all  information, 
copyrights,  uses,  processes,  patents,  and  other  developments  resulting 
from  that  activity  will  be  made  freely  available  to  the  general  public. 
Nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  shall  deprive  the  owner  of  any 
background  patent  relating  to  any  such  activity,  without  his  consent, 
of  any  right  which  that  owner  may  have  under  that  patent.  When¬ 
ever  any  information,  copyright,  use,  process,  patent  or  development 
resulting  from  any  such  research  or  development  activity  conducted 
in  whole  or  in  part  with  appropriated  funds  expended  under  authori¬ 
zation  of  this  Act  is  withheld  or  disposed  of  by  any  person,  orga¬ 
nization,  or  agency  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  Attorney  General  shall  institute,  upon  his  own  motion 
;  or  upon  request  made  by  any  person  having  knowledge  of  pertinent 
facts,  an  action  for  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
l  section  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  any  judicial 
district  in  which  any  defendent  resides,  is  found,  or  has  a  place  of 
business.  Such  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine 
such  action,  and  to  enter  therein  such  orders  and  decrees  as  it  shall 
determine  to  be  required  to  carry  into  effect  fully  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection.  Process  of  the  district  court  for  any  judicial  district  in 
any  action  instituted  under  this  subsection  may  be  served  in  any 
other  judicial  district  of  the  United  States  by  the  United  States 
marshal  thereof.  Whenever  it  appears  to  the  court  in  which  any  such 
action  is  pending  that  other  parties  should  be  brought  before  the 
court  in  such  action,  the  court  may  cause  such  other  parties  to  be 
summoned  from  any  judicial  district  of  the  United  States. 
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PROJECT  APPROVAL 

[Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other  assistance  for 
a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be  made  only  by  a  State,  a 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  a  local  development  district.  Each 
such  application  shall  be  made  through  the  State  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  representing  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall 
evaluate  such  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as  meeting 
the  requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act  shall  be  approved  for 
assistance  by  the  Commission.] 

Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other  assistance 
for  a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be  made  through  the  State  . 
member  of  the  Commission  representing  such  applicant,  and  such  State 
member  shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  I 
for  programs  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act  shall  be  approved 
for  assistance. 

ANNUAL  REPORT  ^ 

Sec.  304.  Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  close  of  each  fiscal 
year,  the  Commission  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Governor  of 
each  State  in  the  region  and  to  the  President,  for  transmittal  to  the 
Congress,  a  report  on  the  activities  carried  out  under  this  Act  during 
such  year. 

TITLE  IV— APPROPRIATIONS  AND  MISCELLANEOUS 

PROVISIONS 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

[Sec.  401.  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  authorized  in  section 
201  for  the  Appalachian  development  highway  system,  there  is  hereby  i 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1967,  to 
be  available  until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $252,400,000  to  carry  out  ] 
this  Act.] 

Sec.  Jf)l.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  authorized  in  section 
201  for  the  Appalachian  development  highway  system  and  local  access 
roads,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President,  to  j 
be  available  until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $273,650,000  for  the  two-fiscal-  * 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

( b )  Unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the  authorization 
in  this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  President  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  amended,  and  shall 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  that  any  unexpended  balances 
of  appropriations  for  the  purposes  of  section  20  j  prior  to  such  amend¬ 
ment  shall  remain  available  for  such  purposes. 

APPLICABLE  LABOR  STANDARDS 

Sec.  402.  All  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or 
subcontractors  in  the  construction,  alteration,  or  repair,  including 
painting  and  decorating,  of  projects,  buildings,  and  works  which  are 
financially  assisted  through  the  Federal  funds  authorized  under  this  i 


REVISING  THE  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  89 

Act,  shall  be  paid  wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on 
similar  construction  in  the  locality  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C. 
276a — 276a-5).  The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  have  with  respect  to 
such  labor  standards,  the  authority  and  functions  set  forth  in  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  Numbered  14  of  1950  (15  F.R.  3176,  64  Stat.  1267, 
5  U.S.C.  133 — 133z-15),  and  section  2  of  the  Act  of  June  13,  1934, 
as  amended  (48  Stat.  948,  as  amended;  40  U.S.C.  276(c)). 

DEFINITION  OF  APPALACHIAN  REGION 

Sec.  403.  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  "Appalachian  region”  or 
"the  region”  means  that  area  of  the  eastern  United  States  consisting 
of  the  following  comities  (including  any  political  subdivision  located 
within  such  area) : 

In  Alabama,  the  counties  of  Bibb,  Blount,  Calhoun,  Chambers, 
Cherokee,  Chilton,  Clay,  Cleburne,  Colbert,  Coosa,  Cullman,  De 
Kalb,  Elmore,  Etowah,  Fayette,  Franklin,  Jackson,  Jefferson, 
Lamar,  Lauderdale,  Lawrence,  Limestone,  Madison,  Marion, 
Marshall,  Morgan,  Pickens,  Randolph,  Saint  Clair,  Shelby, 
Talladega,  Tallapoosa,  Tuscaloosa,  Walker,  and  Winston; 

In  Georgia,  the  counties  of  Banks,  Barrow,  Bartow,  Carroll, 
Catoosa,  Chattooga,  Cherokee,  Dade,  Dawson,  Douglas,  Fannin, 
Floyd,  Forsyth,  Franklin,  Gilmer,  Gordon,  Gwinnett,  Habersham, 
Hall,  Haralson,  Heard,  Jackson,  Lumpkin,  Madison,  Murray, 
Paulding,  Pickens,  Polk,  Rabun,  Stephens,  Towns,  Union, 
Walker,  White,  and  Whitfield; 

In  Kentucky,  the  counties  of  Adair,  Bath,  Bell,  Boyd,  Breathitt, 
Carter,  Casey,  Clark,  Clay,  Clinton,  Cumberland,  Elliott,  Estill, 
Fleming,  Floyd,  Garrard,  Green,  Greenup,  Harlan,  Jackson, 
Johnson,  Knott,  Knox,  Laurel,  Lawrence,  Lee,  Leslie,  Letcher, 
Lewis,  Lincoln,  McCreary,  Madison,  Magoffin,  Martin,  Menifee, 
Monroe,  Montgomery,  Morgan,  Owsley,  Perry,  Pike,  Powell, 
Pulaski,  Rockcastle,  Rowan,  Russell,  Wayne,  Whitley,  and  Wolfe; 

In  Maryland,  the  counties  of  Allegany,  Garrett,  and  Washing¬ 
ton; 

In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay, 
Itawamba,  Kemper,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha, 
Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  and 
Winston; 

In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany,  Broome,  Cattaraugus, 
Chautauqua,  Chemung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego, 
Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tompkins;. 

In  North  Carolina,  the  counties  of  Alexander,  Alleghany, 
Ashe,  Avery,  Buncombe,  Burke,  Caldwell,  Cherokee,  Clay,  Davie, 
Forsyth,  Graham,  Haywood,  Henderson,  Jackson,  McDowell, 
Macon,  Madison,  Mitchell,  Polk,  Rutherford,  Stokes,  Surry, 
Swain,  Transylvania,  Watauga,  Wilkes,  Yadkin,  and  Yancey; 

In  Ohio,  the  counties  of  Adams,  Athens,  Belmont,  Brown,  Car- 
roll,  Clermont,  Coshocton,  Gallia,  Guernsey,  Harrison,  Highland, 
Hocking,  Holmes,  Jackson,  Jefferson,  Lawrence,  Meigs,  Monroe, 
Morgan,  Muskingum,  Noble,  Perry,  Pike,  Ross,  Scioto,  Tuscara¬ 
was,  Vinton,  and  Washington; 
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In  Pennsylvania,  the  counties  of  Allegheny,  Armstrong,  Beaver, 
Bedford,  Blair,  Bradford,  Butler,  Cambria,  Cameron,  Carbon, 
Centre,  Clarion,  Clearfield,  Clinton,  Columbia,  Crawford,  Elk 
Erie,  Fayette,  Forest,  Fulton,  Greene,  Huntingdon,  Indiana, 
Jefferson,  Juniata,  Lackawanna,  Lawrence,  Luzerne,  Lycoming, 
McKean,  Mercer,  Mifflin,  Monroe,  Montour,  Northumberland, 
Perry,  Pike,  Potter,  Schuylkill,  Snyder,  Somerset,  Sullivan,  Sus¬ 
quehanna,  Tioga,  Union,  Venango,  Warren,  Washington,  Wayhe, 
Westmoreland,  and  Wyoming; 

In  South  Carolina,  the  counties  of  Anderson,  Cherokee,  Green¬ 
ville,  Oconee,  Pickens,  and  Spartanburg; 

In  Tennessee,  the  counties  of  Anderson,  Bledsoe,  Blount,  Brad¬ 
ley,  Campbell,  Carter,  Claiborne,  Clay,  Cocke,  Coffee,  Cumber¬ 
land,  De  Kalb,  Fentress,  Franklin,  Grainger,  Greene,  Grundy, 
Hamblen,  Hamilton,  Hancock,  Hawkins,  Jackson,  Jefferson, 
Johnson,  Knox,  Loudon,  McMinn,  Macon,  Marion,  Meigs,  Mon¬ 
roe,  Morgan,  Overton,  Pickett,  Polk,  Putnam,  Rhea,  Roane, 
Scott,  Sequatchie,  Sevier,  Smith,  Sullivan,  Unicoi,  Union,  Van 
Buren,  Warren,  Washington,  and  White; 

In  Virginia,  the  counties  of  Alleghany,  Bath,  Bland,  Botetourt, 
Buchanan,  Carroll,  Craig,  Dickenson,  Floyd,  Giles,  Grayson, 
Highland,  Lees,  Pulaski,  Russell,  Scott,  Smyth,  Tazewell,  Wash¬ 
ington,  Wise,  and  Wythe; 

All  the  counties  of  West  Virginia  [:]. 

[. Provided ,  That  the  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
study  and  consider,  in  consultation  with  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
New  York  or  an  appropriate  official  or  officials  designated  by  him,  the 
inclusion  of  such  counties  of  the  State  of  New  York  as  are  contiguous 
to  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  in  this  section  and  counties  con¬ 
tiguous  thereto  in  the  Appalachian  region  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act;  and  if  the  Commission  shall  decide  after  such  consultation,  that 
these  counties  share  the  social  and  economic  characteristics  of  the 
region,  and  that  the  inclusion  of  these  counties  would  further  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  as  set  forth  in  section  2,  then  the  Commission 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  invite  the  State  of  New  York  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  Commission  on  an  appropriate  basis:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Commission  may  extend  the  invitation  to  the  State  of  New 
York  for  inclusion  of  such  of  the  described  counties  the  inclusion  of 
which  would  further  the  purposes  of  the  Act :  And  provided  further, 
That  if  such  invitation  is  duly  accepted  by  the  State  of  New  York, 
those  counties  shall  be  included  in  “the  region”  or  “the  Appalachian 
region”  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act.] 

No  recommendation  ior  any  change  in  the  definition  of  the  Appalachian 
region  as  set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or  considered  by  the 
Commission  without  a  prior  reguest  by  the  Congress  for  a  study  of  such 
change. 

SEVERABILITY 

Sec.  404.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act,  or  the  applicability  thereof 
to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this 
Act,  and  the  application  of  such  provision  to  other  persons  or  circum¬ 
stances,  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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TERMINATION 

Sec.  405.  This  Act  shall  cease  to  be  in  effect  on  July  1,  1971. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  revise  and  extend  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V 
of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965.” 

AMENDMENTS  TO  TITLE  V  OF  THE  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

******* 

FUNCTIONS  OF  COMMISSION 

Sec.  503.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  each  Com¬ 
mission  shall  with  respect  to  its  region — 

(1)  advise  and  assist  the  Secretary  in  the  identification  of 
optimum  boundaries  for  multistate  economic  development 
regions; 

(2)  initiate  and  coordinate  the  preparation  of  long-range  over¬ 
all  economic  development  programs  for  such  [regions;]  regions, 
including  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic 
plan  approved  by  the  Secretary ; 

(3)  foster  surveys  and  studies  to  provide  data  required  for  the 
preparation  of  specific  plans  and  programs  for  the  development 
of  such  regions; 

(4)  advise  and  assist  the  Secretary  and  the  States  concerned 
in  the  initiation  and  coordination  of  economic  development  dis¬ 
tricts,  in  order  to  promote  maximum  benefits  from  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  funds; 

(5)  promote  increased  private  investment  in  such  regions; 

(6)  prepare  legislative  and  other  recommendations  with 
respect  to  both  short-range  and  long-range  programs  and  projects 
for  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies; 

(7)  develop,  on  a  continuing  basis,  comprehensive  and  coordi¬ 
nated  plans  and  programs  and  establish  priorities  thereunder, 
giving  due  consideration  to  other  Federal,  State,  and  local 
planning  in  the  region; 

(8)  conduct  and  sponsor  investigations,  research,  and  studies, 
including  an  inventory  and  analysis  of  the  resources  of  the  region, 
and,  in  cooperation  with  F ederal,  State,  and  local  agencies,  spon¬ 
sor  demonstration  projects  designed  to  foster  regional  produc¬ 
tivity  and  growth; 

(9)  review  and  study,  in  cooperation  with  the  agency  involved, 
Federal,  State,  and  local  public  and  private  programs  and,  where 
appropriate,  recommend  modifications  or  additions  which  will 
increase  their  effectiveness  in  the  region; 

(10)  formulate  and  recommend,  where  appropriate,  interstate 
compacts  and  other  forms  of  interstate  cooperation,  and  work 
with  State  and  local  agencies  in  developing  appropriate  model 
legislation;  and 

(11)  provide  a  forum  for  consideration  of  problems  of  the 
region  and  proposed  solutions  and  establish  and  utilize,  as  appro¬ 
priate,  citizens  and  special  ad  visory  councils  and  public  conferences. 
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(b)  The  Secretary  shall  present  such  plans  and  proposals  of  the 
commissions  as  may  be  transmitted  and  recommended  to  him  (but  are 
not  authorized  by  any  other  section  of  this  Act)  first  for  review  by  the 
Federal  agencies  primarily  interested  in  such  plans  and  proposals  and 
then,  together  with  the  recommendations  of  such  agencies,  to  the 
President  for  such  action  as  he  may  deem  desirable. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  effective  and  continuing  liaison 
between  the  Federal  Government  and  each  regional  commission. 

(d)  Each  Federal  agency  shall,  consonant  with  law  and  within 
the  limits  of  available  funds,  cooperate  with  such  commissions  as  may 
be  established  in  order  to  assist  them  in  carrying  out  their  functions 
under  this  section. 

(e)  Each  regional  commission  may,  from  time  to  time,  make  addi¬ 
tional  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  and  recommendations  to  the 
State  Governors  and  appropriate  local  officials,  with  respect  to — 

(1)  the  expenditure  of  funds  by  Federal,  State,  and  local 
departments  and  agencies  in  its  region  in  the  fields  of  natural 
resources,  agriculture,  education,  training,  health  and  welfare, 
transportation,  and  other  fields  related  to  the  purposes  of  this 
Act;  and 

(2)  such  additional  Federal,  State,  and  local  legislation  or 
administrative  actions  as  the  commission  deems  necessary  to 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

REGIONAL  TECHNICAL  AND  PLANNING  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  505.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  to  the  com¬ 
missions  technical  assistance  which  would  be  useful  in  aiding  the 
commissions  to  carry  out  their  functions  under  this  Act  and  to  develop 
recommendations  and  programs.  Such  assistance  shall  include  studies 
and  plans  evaluating  the  needs  of,  and  developing  potentialities  for, 
economic  growth  of  such  region,  and  research  on  improving  the  con¬ 
servation  and  utilization  of  the  human  and  natural  resources  of  the 
region.  Such  assistance  may  be  provided  by  the  Secretary  through 
members  of  his  staff,  through  the  payment  of  funds  authorized  for 
this  section  to  other  departments  or  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  through  the  employment  of  private  individuals,  partnerships, 
firms,  corporations,  or  suitable  institutions,  under  contracts  entered 
into  for  such  purposes,  or  through  grants-in-aid  to  the  commissions. 
The  Secretary,  in  his  discretion,  may  require  the  repayment  of  assist¬ 
ance  provided  under  this  subsection  and  prescribe  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  of  such  repayment. 

(b)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30  of  the  second  full  Federal 
fiscal  year  following  the  date  of  establishment  of  a  commission,  the 
administrative  expenses  of  each  commission  as  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government.  Thereafter,  not  to 
exceed  50  per  centum  of  such  expenses  may  be  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government.  In  determining  the  amount  of  the  non-Federal  share  of 
such  costs  or  expenses,  the  Secretary  shall  give  due  consideration  to 
all  contributions  both  in  cash  and  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including 
but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services. 

(c)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $15,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  there- 
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after  through  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section.  Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated  by 
the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commission  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

******* 

SUPPLEMENTS  TO  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States  and  other  entities  within 
economic  development  regions  established  under  this  Act  to  take  maximum 
advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  {as  hereinafter  defined )  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized,  once  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  clause  ( 2 )  of  section  503(a)  is  in  effect,  to  provide  funds  pursuant 
to  specific  recommendations  of  each  of  the  Federal  Cochairmen  of  the  re¬ 
gional  commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter  established  under  this  title, 
to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to 
yprojects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the 
cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable  law.  No 
program  or  project  authorized  under  this  section  shall  be  implemented 
until  ( 1 )  applications  and  plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with 
the  provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  administers  that 
are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission 
involved  has  approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  determined  that 
it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under  section  50 j  and  will  contribute  to 
the  development  of  the  region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling. 
Funds  may  be  provided  only  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which 
funds  are  available  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.  Funds  so 
provided  shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authoriza¬ 
tion  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in  excess 
of  the  percentages  established  by  each  Commission,  and  shall  in  no  event 
exceed  80  per  centum  thereof. 

(c)  The  term  “ Federal  grant-in-aid  programs ”  as  used  in  this  section 
means  all  existing  or  future  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  assisting  in 

,  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities, 
including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  title  1 
of  this  Act  and  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library 
Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  of  193  j;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965,  and  National  Defense  Education 
Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  any  program  in  which  loans  or 
i  other  Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is 
authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be 
made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  section,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
computation  of  allocations  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other 
provision  of  law. 
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(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  for 
each  of  the  regional  commissions  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  the 
sum  of  $5 ,000 ,000  for  the  period  ending  June  SO,  1968,  and  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1969. 

(e)  Any  amounts  appropriated  under  this  section  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  and  any  amounts  authorized  for  any  fiscal  year  under 
this  section  but  not  appropriated  may  be  appropriated  for  any  succeeding 
fiscal  year  commencing  prior  to  July  1,  1970. 

(/)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this  section  shall  be  made  through 
the  State  member  of  the  Commission  representing  such  applicant,  and  such 
State  member  shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only  applica¬ 
tions  for  programs  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this  section  shall  be  approved 
for  assistance. 

ANNUAL  REPORTS 

Sec.  [509.]  510.  Each  regional  commission  established  pursuant 
to  this  Act  shall  make  a  comprehensive  and  detailed  annual  report  each 
fiscal  year  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  such  commission’s  activities 
and  recommendations  for  programs.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  for  the  first  fiscal  year  in  which  such  commission  is  in  existence 
for  more  than  three  months.  Such  reports  shall  be  printed  and  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  January  31  of  the  calendar  year 
following  the  fiscal  year  with  respect  to  which  the  report  is  made. 
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90th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  161 


S.  602 

[Report  No.  159] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  23  (legislative  day,  January  19),  1967 

Mr.  Randolph  (for  himself,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Baker,  Mr.  Bartlett,  Mr.  Bayh, 
Mr.  Brewster,  Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  Ervin,  Mr. 
Gruening,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Hartke,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Inouye,  Mr.  Javits, 
Mr.  Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy  of  New  York,  Mr.  Lausciie,  Mr.  Montoya,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Morton, 
Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Ribicoff,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Scott,  Mr.  Sparkman, 
Mr.  Spong,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Tydings,  Mr.  Yarborough,  and  Mr.  Young 
of  Ohio)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

April  6, 1967 

Reported  by  Mr.  Randolph,  with  amendments 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 

Act  of  1965. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Aet  may  he  cited  as  the  “ Appalachian  Regional 

4  Development  Aet  Amendments  of  1967-’. 

5  Sec 7  Sv  Section  4-Qd  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De- 
Act  el  h9G5  -(hereinafter  referred  to  as  Ahe 


6 


II 


2 


1  Act#}-  is  amended  by  striking  out  danse  -(0)-  and  inserting 

2  in  lieu  thereof  the  following-: 

: :  --{&)-  approve  for  assistance  such  programs  and  proj- 

}  eets  authorized  under  44s  Aet  as  4  determines  will  eon- 


6 

7 

8 
9 


to  the  development  ol  the  Appalachian  region 
and  advance  lands  appropriated  under  this  Aet  to  ap¬ 
propriate  departments  and  agencies  to  assist  in  carry¬ 
ing  oat  said  programs  and  projeetsA 
SeOt  A  Section  40#  ol  the  Aet  is  amended  to  read  as 


10  lolleVrS-r 


11 


U 


vecm-xu-s tr-tVt-ev-e  expenses  of  the  com-mission 


12  “Sec?  40#t  -{e}-  For  the  period  ending  on  June  A9? 

13  dOOA  the  administrative  expenses  ol  the  Commission  shall 

14  he  paid  by  the  -Federal  Government:  Thereafter,  saeh 

15  expenses  shall  he  paid  equally  by  the  Federal  Gevemment 

16  and  the  States  in  the  region,  except  for  the  expenses  of  the 

17  F ederal  eochairman?  his  alternate?  and  his  staff?  which  shall 

18  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  share  to 

19  be  paid  by  each  State  shah-  be  determined  by  the  Com  mis  ■ 

20  sion-r  The  F ederal  eochairman  shall  not  participate  or  vote 

21  in  such  determination:  An  assistance  authorised  by  this 

22  Aet  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political  sub- 

23  division  or  any  resident  of  any  State?  nor  shall  the  State 

24  member  of  the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any  de- 
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termination  by  the  Commission  while  soeh  State  is  dehn- 
qnent  in  payment  el  its  share  ol  sneh  expenses. 

-bfb)  -Net  to  exceed  $4fef00,000  of  the  fends  authorized 
in  section  404  et  this  Act  fer  the  two -fiscal  year  period 
ending  June  JO7  JOOfe  shaft  he  available  to  earry  out  this 
scctiom  Afet  to  exceed  $750,000  of  sneh  authorization  shall 
he  available  for  the  expenses  of  the  federal  eoehaicma-ig  his 
alternate,  and  his  staff.” 

Se6t  4t  -fa)-  Clause  -(0)-  of  section  400  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
a  comma  and  the  -followingr  “except  as  provided  in  section 
400  of  this  -A-ct’b 

-(b)-  Clause  -(7-)-  of  sueb  section  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows  :■ 

uo  enter  into  and  perform  sueh  contracts,-  leases  -fhr- 
oludingj  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lewy  the 
lease  of  office  space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than  June 
JO7  407-4)7  cooperative  agreements,  or  other  transactions  as 
may  be  necessary  in  carrying  out  its  functions  and  on  sueb 
terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate^  with  any  department 
ageneyj  or  instrumentality  of  the  United  States  -(which  is 
hereby  so  authorized  to  the  extent  not  otherwise  prohibited 
by  law)-  or  with  any  State,-  or  any  political  subd-ivisioip 
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agency?  or  instrumentality  thereof?  of  with  any  person?  hrm? 
association?  of  corporation.’ ’ 

Secc  St  Title  4  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  at 
tire  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows-: 

-COMmSSIOSf  EM-P-fcOVEB  PROTECTIONS 

“Sect  40th  -(a)-  Section  5034- (a)  of  title  5?  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  hy  inserting  the  following  new  sen- 
tenee  at  the  end  thereof :  Afor  the  parpose  of  this  subsection, 
an  individual  employed  hy  the  Appalachian  -Region  Com¬ 
mission  under  section  400-(2-)-  of  the  -Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  4905  -(TO  Stab  5?  St  40  Appr  A?  -U-S.G. 
106  (2)-)  ?  who  within  sis  months  after  separation  from  sueh 
employment  is  employed  in  a  position  to  which  this  sub- 
eliaptcr  applies?  shall  be  deemed  to  have  transferred  from 
a  position  in  the  executive  branch  to  which  this  siibehapter 
does  not  apply.’ 

--(b)  Section  6303  (a)  of  title  5?  -United  States  Code? 
is  amended  by  inserting  the  following  new  sentence  after  the 
third  sentences  An  determining  years  of  service?  an  em¬ 
ployee  also  is  entitled  to  credit  for  all  service  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  -Regional  Commission  net  otherwise  includod.’ 

—  (c)  Section  6308  of  title  5?  United  States  Code?  is 
amended  by  inserting  the  following  new  sentence  at  the  end 
thereof:  An  individual  employed  by  the  Appalachian  Ro¬ 
under  section  406-(2)-  of  the  Appalachian 
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Regional  Development  Aet  el  4-965  -f7h  Stah  tfi  8-j  40  App? 
A7  ■UtS-.Ct  106-(2) )  -,  who  -within  sis  months  after  separation 
from  sueh  employment  is  employed  in  a  position  in  which  he 
is  subject  to  this  ehapter  shah  be  deemed,  for  the  purpose 
of  crediting  accumulated  sieh  leave  earned  during  Gommisr- 
tion  ser-vieey  to  have  transferred  between  different  leave 
system.- 

“  (d)  -Employees  who  suffer  dbabhity  or  death  while  in 
the  performance  of  their  duties  for  the  Commission  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  employees  of  the  hunted  States  Government 
for  the  purposes  of  subchapter  G  chapter  847  as  amended 
■(relating  to  compensation  for  work  injuries) ,  of  title  5y 
United  States  Code  -f5  G.S-C:  8101-8473  and  80  Stah  202  ■ 
25-7)  Whenever  any  person  is  entitled  to  receive  any 
benefits  under  sueh  subchapter  G  chapter  SG  as  amcnded7 
by  reason  of  his  injury,-  or  by  reason  of  Ore  death  of  an 
employee,-  and  is  also  entitled  to  receive  any  benefits  -(other 
than  the  proceeds  of  any  life  insurance  policy)'  imdcr  apph- 
eable  State  workmen-s  compensation  legislation,  any  payment 
received  by  sueh  person  under  State  workmen^  compensa- 
tien  legislation  shah  be  credited  against  any  benefits  other- 
wise  payable  under  subchaptcr  G  chapter  SG  as  amended. 
hire  provisions  of  section  8-14-7-j-bj-  of  title  G  United  States 
Gode7  shall  apply  to  the  Commission^- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


6 


8e6t  lb  Section  3-6-4  of  the  Ad  is 


to  read  as 


follows : 


APPALACHIAN 


¥  SYSTEM 


“Seo.  204.  -far)-  4n  order  to  provide  a  highway 
which,-  in  conjunction  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other 
F cclcrahakl  highways  in  the  Appalachian  region,-  will  open 
up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental  -potential  where 
commerce  and  communication  have  heen  inhibited  by  laek 
of  adequate  acoessy  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  is 
authorized  to  designate,  and  approve  programs  and  projects 
for  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  development  highway 
system  and  local  aeeess  roads  serving  the  Appalachian  region, 
and  to  advance  funds  therefor  to  the  Secretary  of  4h 


in  this  section 
is  authorized  to 


to  as  the  -Secretary-) 


such  development  highway  projects  and  aeeess  roads  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  Shy  Runted  States 

of  F cdoral  aid  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  which 
the  Secretary  determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Aeb 
on  the  development  highway  system  shall  not 
two  thousand  seven  hundred  m-ilesT  In  addition 
thereto,  there  are  authorized  to  he  constructed  not  in  excess 
of  two  thousand  miles  of  local  access  roads,  that  will  serve 
specific  recreational,  residential,  educational, 
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segments  et  the 
criteria  for  the 
any1  State 
tions,  be  shall  have 
State  highway 


a 


4aij  or  ether  lihe  facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  seheel 
consolidation  program? 

-(b)  Fhe  Gommission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary 
its  designations  of  -ft-f  the  general  corridor  location  and 
termini  of  the  development  highways  -(2)-  local  access  roads 
to  he  constructed,  -(3)-  priorities  for  the  eonstmetion  of  major 

highwaysy  and  -ft)-  other 
autborked  by  this  seetiom  Before 

mAV  tta)  OO  e!  1 1  i  •  1  I  fl  (  >  ( 1 1  m  \  ft  , 

vtJl  V  UlL  u  Ull  uttvii  U Uiblwll It 

o 

ent  of  the  State  which  he  represents? 
-(e)-  In  no  event  shall  the  Gommission  approve  any 
dons  for  any  construction  which  would  res  pure 
for  its  completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  -(other 
than  funds  available  under  title  2th  United  States  Gede)-  in 

the  Federal  aid  primary  system  shah  be  added  to  sueb  sys¬ 
tem  and  each  development  highway  and  local  access  road 
shah  he  required  to  he  maintained  by  the  State  as  provided 
for  Federal-aid  highways  in  title  h-tf  United  States  Code? 

-“-(d)  tn  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  author¬ 
ised  under  this  sectien7  the  States  may  give  sneeial  u reference 
to  the  use  of  mineral  re  source  materials  h 


Appalachian  region? 


to  the 
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-  (c)  For  the  purposes  el  research  and  development  m 
the  use  el  eeal  and  eeal  products  m  highway  eenstmetion 
and  maintcnancej  the  Secretary  is  authorized:  to  require  each 
participating  State,  to  the  maximum  ex-tent  pessibkg  to  use 
eeal  derivatives  in  the  construction  el  net  te  exceed  1-0  per 
eentnm  el  the  reads  authorized  under  this  Actv 

- -(f)-  Federal  assistance  te  any  eenstmetion  project 
under  this  section  shall  net  exeeed  §0  per  centum  el  the  costs 
el  such  project  unless  the  Commission  determines  that  as¬ 
sistance  hi  excess  el  such  percentage  is  required  in  further¬ 
ance  el  the  purposes  el  this  Ac-p  hut  in  no  event  shall  sueh 
Federal  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  el  sueh  costs. 

ii-(g)-  Fe  cany  out  this  seetienj  there  is  hereby  author- 
ized  te  he  appropriated  te  the  Commission,  te  he  available 
until  expendedy  die  sum  el  $440,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  6O7  1968;  the  sum  el  $250,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  6O7  4-969 ;  the  sum  el  $245,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  6th  4-970-;-  and  the  sum  el 
$105,000,000  ler  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  6O7  19 74-. 
T-rU expended  balances  el  appropriations  te  the  Secretary  el 
Cemmcrcc  under  the  authorization  in  this  seetien  prior  te 
amendment  by  the  Appalachian  -Regional  Development  Act 
Amendments  el  496-7  shall  he  treated  as  having  been  appro¬ 
priated  te  the  Commission  and  advanced  te  the  Secretary 
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under  an  additional 

ii  i  yf  1 1 


in  tins  section,  and  shad 


remain 


66 


-(b)-  Funds  authorized  in  this  section  shah  he  ahoeatcd 
to  the  member  States  by  the  Commission  on  a  date  not 
later  than  the  first  day  e!  the  fiscal  year  lor  which  author¬ 
ized  and  shall  he  available  lor  expenditure  on  approved 
projects  upon  ahecatiem 

— (!)  (4- j-  -When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  con¬ 
struct  a  segment  el  a  development  highway  without  the  aid 
el  F cdcral  lunds?  m  accordance  with  ah  procedures  and  re¬ 
quirements  applicable  to  the  construction  el  segments  ol 
-Appalachian  development  highways  with  such  lunds?  exeept 
insolar  as  sueh  procedures  and  requirements  Unfit  a  State  to 
the  construction  ol  -projects  lor  which  -Federal  funds  have 
previously  been  appropriated-,-  the  Secretary 7  upon  applica¬ 
tion  by  the  State?  is  authorized  to  pay  to  the  State7  at  such 
times,-  m  sueh  amounts  and  under  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  may  he  approved  by  the  Commission?  the  -Federal  share 
not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  ol  the  costs  ol  construction  ol 
such  segment?  from  any  sums  appropriated  to  carry  out  this 


“-(fij-  This  subsection  shah  not  he  construed  as  a  com¬ 
mitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  ol  the  Fnited  States  to 

S.  602 - 2 
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provide  fends  for 
strueted  under  tins 
total  amount  el 


te  el  development  highways  een- 
t?  and  shad  net  increase  tire 
whieh  the  Commission  is  an¬ 


themed  te  approve  under  subsection  (e) 
Se6t  W  Section  SOS  el  the  Act  is 


te  read  as 


follows. 


health  ra-ej-Ee-T* 


-‘S-E0V  SOSt  -(a)-  I®  order  te  demonstrate  the  value  el 
adequate  health  facilities  and  services  te  the  economic  de¬ 
velopment  el  the  region?  the  Commission  is  authorized  te 
approve  programs  and  projects  for  demonstration  health 
programs  and  projects?  and  te  advance  funds  therefor  te 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education?  and  Welfare.  Epon 
receipt  of  sued  Commission  approval?  the  Secretary  of 
-Health?  Education?  and  Welfare  shall  make  grants  for  the 
planning,-  construction?  equipment?  and  operation  of  multi- 

reginnai  health  diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  ether 
facilities  and  services  -neeesaarv  te  health.  Chants  for  sued 


construction 


the  acquisition  of  facilities  and  initial 


equipment)  shall  he  made  in  accordance  with  the  applica¬ 
ble  provisions  of  title  WE  of  the  -Publie  Health  Service  Act 
-(-72  ILStCt  291  291o),  the  Mental  Retardation  Eacih- 
ties  and  Community  Mental  Health  Centers  Construction 
Act  of  1-96-3  -f77  Stat.-  -282-) ,  and  ether  laws  authorizing 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


11 


grants  for  the  construction  of  health-related  faeilitiesr  with  ■ 
out  regard  to  any  precisions  therein  relating  to  appropri- 
atien  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among  the  States. 
Grants  under  this  section  shall  he  made  solely  ont  of  lands 
specifically  appropriated  lor  the  pnrpose  of  carrying  oat  this 
Act  and  shall  not  he  taken  into  aeeeunt  m  the  c  omp  u  ta  t  ion 
of  the  allotments  among  the  States  made  parsuant  to  any 
other  provision  of  lawr 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  any 
component  of  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed 
80  per  centum  of  sueh  costs?  4he  Federal  contribution  may 
he  provided  entirely  from  funds  authorized  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  or  in  combination  with  funds  provided  under  other 

meat  of  health-related  faed-itles?  Notwithstanding  section 
404  of  the  hubhe  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  1965  -f70  Stab  554) ,  or  any  other  provision  of  lavp  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  may  he  used  to  increase  l-cd- 
eral  grants  for  component  facilities  of  a  demonstration  health 
project  above  the  maximum  portion  of  the  eests  of  sueh  fa¬ 
cilities  otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable  laws? 

“-(c>)-  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  -(including 
initial  operating  funds  and  operating  deficits  comprising 
among  other  items  fire  costs  of  attracting,  trainings  and  re¬ 
taining  qualified  personnel)  ■  of  a  demonstration  health  proj- 
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eetj  whether  or  net  constructed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section?  may  ke  made  tor  up  to  400  per  centum  et  the  eosts 
thereof  for  the  two  year  period  beginning?  for  eaek  com 
p orient  facility  or  service  assisted  under  any  suek  operating 
grant?  on  the  first  day  that  suek  facility  or  service  is  in 
operation  as  a  part  of  the  project.  Tor  tke  next  three 
years  of  operations  suek  grants  shah  not  exceed  00  per 
centum:  of  sack  eestsr  kfo  grants  for  operation  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  keakh  project  shah  ke  made  after  five  years  follow  - 
ing  tke  commencement  of  tke  initial  grant  for  operation  of 
Ore  projeetr 

^-dj-  Tke  Commission  is  authorized  to  provide  funds 
for  Ore  support-  of  its  Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to 
make  grants  for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for  tke 
development  and  operation  of  demonstration  keakh  projects 
for  tke  region- — Tke  amount  of  any  suck  grant  shah  not 
exeecd  7k  per  centum  of  suek  expenses. 

—  (c)  Aot  to  exceed  $741,3943300  of  the  funds  autlior- 
ized  hr  section  434  of  this  Act  for  tke  two  fiscal- year  period 
ending  dune  dtp  4900t  shah  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

SeOt  8t  -faf  Subsection  -{a)-  of  section  2413  of  tke  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows  : 

—(a)  4n  order  to  provide  for  tke  control  and  prevention 
or  erosion  and  sediment  damages  m  tke  Appalachian  region 
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and  to  promote  the  conservation  and 


£i|  til  A  OA1  1 

tTT  W 1U  oUl  1 


and  water 


of  -tire 


P  the  Commission  is  author- 


enter  into 


mfllAi 
TTTTvy 


ized  to  approve  programs  amt  projects  for  land  stabilization 
conservation  amt  erosion  control,  ami  to  advance  funds  therc- 
fopy  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculturcr  Upon  receipt  of  snob 
approval,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
of  not  more  than  ten  years  with  land- 

ton  determined  by  bim  to  have  eontrol 
for  the  period  of  the  agreement  of  the  lands  described  there 
inT  providing  for  land  stabilization,  erosion  and  sediment  eon- 
troly  and  reclamation  through  changes  in  land  usey  and  con¬ 
servation  treatment  including  the  establishment  of  practices 
and  measures  for  the  conservation  and  development  of  sody 
watery  woodland,  wildlife,-  and  recreation  resources.” 

-(h)-  Subsection  -(!)-  of  such  section  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  -‘Act—  the  following :  her  the  two-  fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  3hy  1  9h9-,-A 

SbOt  tb  -far)-  The  portion  of  subsection  -(a)-  of  section  A94 
of  the  Act  preceding  clause  -(h)-  is  amended  to  read  as 


“-(a)-  In  order  that  the  region  shall  more  fully  benefit 
from  the  timber  stands  that  are  one  of  its  prime  assetsy  the 
Commission  is  authorized  to  approve  programs  and  projects 


of  technical  assistance  and  loans  to  timber  development  erga 
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nizationsy  and  to  advance  funds  therefor  te  the  Sectary  el 
Agricnltu-rer  Upon  rceeipt  el  such  Commission  approval 
the  Secretary  el  Agriculture  shall — A 

-(b)-  Subsection  -fb}-  el  such  section  is  amended  te  read 
as  fellows-; 

fi-fb)  ■  blot  to  exceed  $4y90Q,090  el  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  494  el  Ibis  Aet  for  the  tvm-fiseal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  fiOy  1969,  shall  be  available  te  carry  out  Ibis 
section.-- 


SfiOv  49t  -(a)-  ddm 
299  el  the  Aet 


-(a)-  el  section 
-(2)-  is  amended  te  read 


(C 


-(a)-  In  order  te  farther  the  economic  development  el 
the  region  by  rehabilitating  areas  presently  damaged  by 
deleterious  mining  practices,  the  Commission  is  authorized 

funds  therefor^  to  the  Secretary  el  the  InterioiT  Upon  receipt 
el  such  Commission  approval;  the  Secretary  el  the  -Interior 
is  authorized  te — 


(4-)-  make  financial  contributions  te  States  in  the 
te  seal  and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and 
abandoned  oil  and  gas  wellsy  and  te  reclaim  and  rehabih- 
tate  lands  afieeted  by  the  strip  and  surface  mining  and 
processing  el  coal  and  other  minerals,  including  waste 
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piles,  in  accordance  with  provisions  el  the  Act  el  duly 
45y  1055  -f30  -IT .S-.G.  574  el  seep)  ,■  te  Ike  extent  appli 
cabby  without  regard  te  section  2-fbf  tkereel  -(00  H.S.O.- 
572- (b))  or  te  any  provisions  therein  limiting  assistance 
te  anthracite  eeal  lermatieny  er  te  the  Gommenwcalth 
el  Pennsylvania.  O-rants  under  this  paragraph  shall  he 
made  wholly  out  el  lands  specifically  appropriated  far 
the  parpeses  el  carry  in  g  eat  this  Act.-” 

-fbf  Subsection  -(h)-  el  sack  section  is  amended  by 
striking  eat  ‘bind  1967”  and  inserting  in  hen  thereol  ~ 
-1967)  1968  and  1969”,  and  by  inserting  alter  “restoration 
projects”  a  comma  and  the  folio  wings  ‘fine  lading  land  ac¬ 
quisition  costs, ”7 

-(e)-  4be  first  sentence  el  subsection  -(d)-  el  such  sec¬ 
tion  is  amended  te  read  as  follower  A*fet  te  exceed  $39,150,- 
000  el  the  funds  authorised  in  section  404  el  this  Act  for 
the  two  fiscal  year  period  ending  dune  30y  1069,  shall  he 
available  te  carry  eat  this  section-.” 

i8eGt  44t  Subsection  -(gf  el  section  200  el  the  Aet  is 
amended  te  read  as  follows : 

“-(g) ■  £Tet  te  exceed  $2,000,000  el  the  funds  author- 
bed  in  seetion  404  el  this  Aet  for  the  two  fiscal  year  period 
ending  dune  00y  1969,  shall  he  available  te  carry  eat  this 
section.” 
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Seo?  42-?  Dart  A  of  title  H  of  tfee  Aet  is  amended  fey 
inserting  at  tfee  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows-? 


-iiouskos 

“Se6.  207-?  -(of  4n  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate 
tfee  construction  of  housing  to  meet  tfee  needs  of  low-  and 
medium-  income  families  and  individuals  in  tfee  Appalachian 
regionj  fey  making  possible  wider  use  in  tfee  region  of  section 
£24-  of  tfee  National  Housing  Aety  tfee  Commission  is  author- 
ized  to  approve  programs  and  projects  and  to  advance  funds 
therefor,  to  tfee  Secretary  of  Housing,  and  Hrban  Develop¬ 
ment?  Tfee  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Hrfean  Development 
is  authorized  to  make  low  interest  and  interest  free  loans  and 
grants  for  approved  programs  and  projects,  under  suefe  terms 
and  conditions  as  fee  may  require,  to  private  non-profit  cor¬ 
porations  or  other  private  nonprofit  legal  entities,  limited 
dividend  corporations  or  other  limited  dividend  legal  entities, - 
cooperative  housing  corporations^  and  pufdic  bodies  or  agen- 
eiesy  both  regional  and  focal  in  scope?  -These  funds  shall 
fee  used  to  meet  up  to  80  per  centum  of  tfee  reasonable  eestsy 
including  technical  services?  incidental  to  tfee  initial  planning 
fory  and  tfee  construction  or  rehabilitation  of  housing  in  any 
area  of  tfee  Appalachian  region  determined  fey  He  Commis¬ 
sion  to  have  significant  potential  for  future  growth,-  which 
costs  are  reasonably  incurred  prior  to  tfee  availability  of 
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financing  for  such 


Mlltt 


U 


■mortgage  or  other 
in  anticipation  thereof-:-  Provided,  dhat  the  Secretary  shall 
require  repayment  of  any  funds  used  for  costs  subsequently 
included  in  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  4124-  of  the 
National  Housing  Act  or  for  costs  which  tire  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  could  reasonably-  hum  been  included  hr  such  mortgages 
And,  provided  fnnt-her,  That  the  non-bed  oral  share  of  such 
easts  may  be  in  easby  or  in  kindy  fairly  evaluated,  including 
but  not  limited  to  spaeey  equipment^  and  services? 

-(b)-  All  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
shady  after  advance  by  the  Commission,  be  deposited 
in  a  fund  which  shad  be  known  as  the  Appalachian  -Housing 
Hand  and  shad  be  used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary 
of  Housing  and  Hrban  Development  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section.-  General  expenses  of  administra- 
tien  of  this  section  may  be  charged  to  sueh  fund?  M-oncys 
in  sued  fund  not  needed  for  current  operation  may  he  in¬ 
vested  hr  bonds  or  other  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  prinei  - 
pay  and  interest  by  the  United  States? 

“  (e)'  Hot  to  exceed  $bjOOOyO0O  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  404  of  this  Act  for  the  two -fiscal  year  period 
ending  June  30y  4960y  shad  be  available  to  carry  out  this 


section- 


-3 


S.  602 
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SECh-  -43?  Scetion  244  of  Ike  Aet  is  amended  to  read 
ftS  follows? 

■f¥e<^A-T-J-e-ML  EDUCATION  FACI-ItITIES 
“Seo.  244-r  -(ft)-  fe  order  to  provide  basic  facilities  to 
give  tke  people  ef  tire  region  Ike  training  and  education  they 
need  to  obtain  employment?  tke  Goinmisslon  is  authorized 
to  approve  programs  and  projects  for  construction  of  voca¬ 
tional  education  facilities-,-  and  for  equipment  of  both  existing 
and  new  facilities,-  and  to  advance  funds  tkerefor,-  to  tke 
Secretary  of  Health?  Education?  and  -Welfare?  Upon  receipt 
of  seek  Eommission  approval?  tke  Secretary  of  Health? 
Education?  and  Welfare  skak  make  grants  for  construction 
and  equipment  of  tke  sekeel  facilities  needed  in  accordance 
witk  Cke  provisions  of  tke  Aocational  Education  Act  of  1903 
-fW  Stat.  40-3)-,  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein 
relating  to  appropriation  authorization  eeihngs  or  to  allot¬ 
ments  among  tke  States?  Grants  under  this  section  shad 
be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  tke 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act?  and  shad  not  be  taken  into 
account  in  tke  computation  of  tke  allotments  among  tke 
States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law? 

■^b)  Eot  to  exceed  $48-, -000, 090  of  tke  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  scetion  404  for  tke  two-dscal  year  period  ending 
June  30?  4060?  of  this  Act  shad  be  available  to  carry  out 
this  section?-” 
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See.  44v  Section  24-2  of  the  Act  is 


to  read  a* 


follows- 


TEEATMEE^  WORKS 


A^eEt  212.  -(a)-  la  order  to  provide  facilities  to  assist 
ift  tfee  prevention  ot  pollution  of  the  regiems  streams  and  to 
protect  the  health  and  welfare  ol  its  citizens,  the  Commissieft 
is  authorized  to  approve  programs  and  projects  lor  the  eon- 
stmetioft  ol  sewage  treatment  werksj  and  to  advance  herds 
therefor  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Upon  receipt  of 
sfteh  Commission  approval,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
make  construction  grants  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Water  -Pohatien  Control  Aet  -(-32  UtStC;  433 
et  seqr) ,  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating 
to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  ahotmeirts  among 
the  Statesv  Crants  under  this  section  shah  he  made  solely 
out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  car¬ 
rying  out  this  Aetj  and  shah  not  he  taken  into  account  m  the 
computation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States  pursuant  to 
any  other  provision  of  tewr 

^4(4)-  Aet  to  exceed  $6,000 ,-000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  404  of  this  Aet  for  the  two  fiscal  year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30j  4969,  shah  he  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.  ” 


SeEt  44k  -fa}-  Section  701-(a)-  of  the 
4954  -(40  U-tS.Ct  464-(ar)-)  is  amended 


Aet  of 
out  “and- 
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at  the  end  el  clause  -{Of  and  aH  el  clause  -{Of  and  Inserting 


planning  ler  the  Appalachian  rcgien  as  defined 


hy  section  403  el  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  el  49Io>7  asA 

-~{  10)  local  development  districtsy  certified  under 
section  004-  el  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Aet 
el  4965>  ler  comprehensive  planning  ler  their  entire  ar-eas7 
er  lev  metropolitan  planning,  unban  planning,  county  plan¬ 
ning,  or  small  municipality  planning  -within  such  areas  in 
the  Appalachian  regiouy  and  ler  planning  ler  Appalachian 
regional  programs/’ 


tieipating  in  planning  ler  Appalachian  regional  programs^ 


1 1 1  v. 


—  and  inserting  in 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


21 


Sec-;  4th  Section  244  el  the  Aet  is 

TAi  I  Attto  » 


to  met  as 


U c 


-SCPPLEME^TS  P©  EE-DE-BAL  CRA-NT  IN  AID 

■‘■Sec.  244t  -(a)-  4n  order  te  enable  the  people^  States-; 
and  leeal  communities  el  the  region^  including  leeal  develop 
meet  districts,  te  take  maximum  advantage  el  Federal  grant 
in-aid  programs  -(as  hereinafter  defined)  fer  which  they  are 
eligible  hat  fer  -which,  heeanse  el  their  00011011110  situation , 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share-, ■  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  authorized  te  approve  programs  and  projects  and 
te  advance  funds  appropriated  te  carry  out  this  section  te 
the  heads  el  the  department s7  agencies,  and  instrumentalities 
el  the  Federal  Government  responsible  fer  the  administration 
el  such  Federal  grant-in-aid  programsv  Funds  so  advanced 
shall  he  used  fer  the  sole  purpese  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  te  projects  under  such  programs  above  the  lived 
maximum  portion  of  the  eest  of  such  projects  otherwise  an- 

tl>  vi  17  r>rl  Ktt  fl>  a  r>  -nnl  ir>ol>lr>  lajxz-  olio  11  La  ca  o  cl  a  7  o  m  o  /I 

lilUl  1/jvv vl  II  V  til U  it IJllilt  U'Ulc  Ittnv  •  JL  uilvlo  ollctUL  UF  ut/  ctu.  V  clllUFU 

for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  avail¬ 
able  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.-  Such  ad¬ 
vanced  funds  shall  he  available  without  regard  to  any 
priatien  authorization  ceilings  in  sueb  Act. 
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^-(b)-  Fhe  -Federal  portion  el  seek  costs  shall  eel  he 
increased  m  excess  el  the  percentages  established  by  the 
Commission-;  and  shad  in  ne  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
tbereeb- 

-“-(c)  Fbe  term  ‘Federal  grant  in  -aid  programs^  as  nsed 
in  this  seetien  means  these  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 

labilities-,  and  all  other  existing  or  Iwtnre  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  that-  the  Cemmissien  may  designate  as  further- 
ing  the  purposes  el  this  Arp  authorized  by  Acts  ether  than 
this  Act  ler  the  acquisition  of  land  and  the  construction  or 
equipment  el  facilities,  including  but  net  limited  to  grant-in  - 
aid  programs  authorized  by  the  following  Aetss  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  -Act-;  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Ants  title  VP  ol  the  Public  -Health  Service 
Aetq  -Vocational  Education  Act  ol  1963 ;  Library  Services 
Act;  -Federal  Airport  Aebj  part  FV  ol  title  144  ol  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1931;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Aet 
of  -1  -963 ;  -Laird  and  Wafer  Conservation  Fund  Aet  ol  4-965-; 
National  Hefense  Education  Aet  of  -1-958-  Fhe  term  shall 
not  include  -{A-)-  the  program  lor  the  construction  ol  the 
development  highway  system  authorized  by  section  294  ol 
this  Aet  or  any  other  program  relating  to  highway  or  road 
ruction,  or  -{Hf  any  other  program  lor  which  loans  or 
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other  Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant  in  aid  pre- 
gram7  is  authorised  by  this  or  any  other  Act? 

“  (d)  Ant  to  exceed  $90,000,000  of  the  funds  author- 
ized  in  section  404-  of  this  Act  for  the  two  fiscal  year  period 
ending  dune  dOj  4-9-fiA  shah  he  avahabie  to  carry  out  this 
seetionA 

4A  Section  3-hh  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

follow^-:- 


U 


PI?  OQfiAM  IMPLEMENTATION 


AAe?  hfhb  A  program  and  projects  authorized  under 
any  section  of  this  title  shah  not  he  approved  for  assistance 
hy  the  Commission  until  -(d)-  appheat-ions  and  plans  relating 
to  such  prograins  and  projects  have  hcen  submitted  to  the 
-Federal  officer  having  responsibility  for  implementing  such 
programs  and  projeetsy  and  such  applications  and  plans  have 
been  determined^  exeept  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Aetj 
to  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  laws 


which  they  administer;  and  -(2}-  the 
mined  that  sneh  program  and 


has  deter- 
meet  the  criteria; 


established  by  this  Actj  and  wih  contribute  to  the  develop 
meet  of  the  Appalachian  regioip  which  determinations  shah 


be  binding  on  the  implementing 


agencies? 


&b©t  F8t  Section  224-(a)-  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
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striking  out  developing  recommendations  on  tlnC  and 


in  ken  thereof  the 


-7  ^dn  approving”-. 


4tk  Subscetions  -(a)-?  -(h)-?  and  -(e)-  of  section  302 
of  the  Act  are  amended  to  read  as  follows^ 

-^a)'  The  Commission  is  authorized — 

-  (4-)  to  make  grants  to  State  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  technical  services  and  administrative  expenses 
of  local  development  districts?  hut  -(A-)-  the  amount  of 
any  sneh  grant  shall  not  exceed  TO  per  centum  of  such 
expenses?  -(E)-  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses 
shall  he  made  for  a  local  development  district  for  a 


period  in  excess  of  three  years  beginning  on  the  date  the 
initial  grant  is  made  for  such  development  district?  and 
-(C)-  the  local  contributions  for  administrative  expenses 
may  he  in  cash  or  in  kind?  fairly  evaluated?  including  hut 
not  limited  te  space?  equipment?  and  services ;  and 

“  (2)  either  directly  or  through  arrangements  with 
appropriate  public  or  private  organizations?  to 


funds  for  investigation,  research,  studies? 


assist¬ 


ance?  and  demonstration  projects?  and  for  training  pro¬ 
grams?  hut  not  for  construction  purposes?  which  will 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Actr 

^^-fb)-  Recipients  of  Red  oral  assistance  under  the  pro- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

99 


25 


el  Ibis  seetien  sbabj  as  required  by  Ike 

and  eemplete  reeerds  el  transactions  and 
activities  financed  vdlb  federal  lands  and  reperl  thereon  te 
ibe  Commission.  4-be  reeer-ds  el  the  recipient  sbab  be  avab- 
able  ler  audit  with  respeet  te  sueb  grants  by  tbe  Gommissien 
and  tbe  Comptroller  General  er  tbeir  duly  autherfeed  repre  ■ 


— fef  ^fet  te  exceed  S-tO-, OOOyOOO  el  tbe  luuds 
feed  iu  seetreu  404  el  tbis  Aet  ler  tbe 


duue  30j  dOOOj  sbab  be  available  te  earry  eut  tbis 

repre- 


i-nade  through  tbe  State  member  el  tbe 


seetiem 


>> 


SeGt  20t  Seetien  30b  el  tbe  Aet  is  amended  te  read 


as  lebew-SH 


APPBQVAfc 


--S-E6-  -303,  An  appheatien  ler  a  grant  er  ler  any  etber 
ler  a  pregram  er  project  under  tbis  Aet  sbab  be 
sueb  appbeantj  and  sueb  State  member  sbab  evalu¬ 
ate  sueb  appheatien  ler  appi-ovab  Only  applications  ler  pre- 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  bv  a  State  member  as 


in  rvr>f~i~n  (T  i-J_x/A  1* 
xttUL  trlllr  tttIv  r 


be  approved  ler  assistance  by  tbe 
S.  602 - 4 


under  tbe  Aet  sbab 


1 

-L 

2 

O 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

S 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1G 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


26 


&PK4  04r 


404-  el  tbe  Aet  is  amended  te  read 


U 


A-eSHIOIUZ-ATIOiY  OF  APmOriUATIONB 


■-SeGt  404-t  -(a)-  fe  addbieft  te  tbe 
tberbed  ift  seetien  004  lor  tbe 


highway  system  and  leeal  aeeess  roadsy  there  is 
autkepbed  te  be  appreprlated  fer  the  two-fiseal  year  peried 
ending  Jane  OOy  4000y  te  be  aeababie  until  expendedy  net 
te  exeeed  $263,1-007000  te  tbe  Commission  te  earry  eat  this 
AeO  4be  Gemmissien  is  anthepizedy  tram  lands  appropri- 

.>  j  i . /I  Lin/]  r\ r»  tli i q  or*r»4i/4Ti  —  I  a  n  /I tt in (* r^—  Irni  n  4 1 y\~\  o  4 r\  4 1 tyi r>  4  a 

ctttrtt  tr  Tl  vT  11  t/Ulu  uLLtlUil  y  tu  cl  LI  »  allv.'vjj  14  U  4 II  144414*  tv  rllllL  y  tv 

tbe  heads  el  the  spprepriate  departments  ep  agencies  lap 
the  pnppeses  el  carrying  eat  tbe  sapiens  sections  el  tbis  Acty 
sack  lands  as  tbe  Gemnnssien  appreves  within  tbe 
established  ift  tbe  different  seetiees  el  tbis  AeG 


hn  fuiAQg  at 
kJ  1 14  c444  L'  Id  vi 

autharizatieft  ift  tbis  seetien  pr-ier  te 

-A  111  1  >  u  1  n  /  •  1 1 1  O  14  A  0*1  /ATI  O  1  -TA  OT7/~^l  <nT\TTl  011  4  -A  f*  4 

^14-p/]lct4ci  v'4  14<  111  xtt  ipt/Titti  X/  U  V  L  i  U  pJ  4 1 1  L  I i  u  li.Lt 


under  tbe 

Ktt  ilia 
tn  LULL! 


el 

AO  (A  /-  c;l  i  n  1 1  1  \f±  4  too  4o/*  q  1  t  r>  5 T 1 1  \  cp  1  >aaip  o  o  4r*rl  4  r\  4I1  r* 

4  is  v  1  o  14Tt41  kj\j  11  L'cltLu  tiu  J  1  ct  V i  UL'Lli  clpJ p/4  UjJl  1M  I  L  L4  t  v  4 14 U 

Oommissien  and  sbab  remain  available  tnitil  expendedA 
>Seo.-  OOt  -(a)-  bectien  400  el  tbe  Aet  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  aftep  tbe  ebtnse  relating  te  tbe  eeanties  in  Maryland 
tbe  lebewiftgr 

-4n  Mississippiy  tbe  eepmties  el  Aleepfty  Attalfty  lleutem 
Gadkenny  Ghiehasawy  Gheetaw,  Glayy  Grenaday 
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■Kempcr7  Lafayette?  Leey  Marshal^  Monroe,  Mont¬ 

gomery,  Mesnbeey  Ofetibbeh%  Eentotee7  Prentiss  Tippalg 
-Tishondngo7  Lnion,  -Webster,  Winstorg  and  Maleboska-f 
Oln  Mew  Merkj  Ike  counties  of  Alleganm  Broome?  Gat- 
taraugus?  Gkautanqua?  Ghemung7  Gbenango7  Gortlandj-  Lela- 
ware7  Otsego,  Sehnyler?  Steuben,  Tiogar  and  -Tompkins 

-(b)-  Such  seetion  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  tbe 
eolen  fohowine  ^West  MirginiaO  and  afi  of  the 


of  snek  section  and  inserting  in  ken  thereof  a  perieeh 

Secp  23t  -(a)-  Section  302  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  -Vet  of  4000  -(20  LOSEV  842)-  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  hrst  sentence  of  sobseetion  -(a)-  tbe 
following  new  sentences  --Ohio  Gommissioner  also  shah  re¬ 
serve  seek  amount  as  be  may  determine  for  grants  to  tbe 

o  vi  rl  yen  no  ypli  ir>  OAi'i  1~I  n^iti  WH  fll  i4  a  ooi  v  >  ?  OT1  Ql  "wn  ft  1 1 T  >  110  ■£$ 

ttrttt  1  voliul  LI  I  iIt  IdU  1 1 1  i  L"  L  bl  UI 1  W 1 1/1 1  li)o  \a7  itt  plwuitmi  on  W  j/KtlliiiiTg 

for  tbe  -Appalachian  region  as  defined  under  section  403  of 

OfSeetw  »n  303  of  tbe  Elementary  and  Secondary  Ed¬ 
ucation  Act  of  -1-965  -(20  XJ.StG.  843)-  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  ^EOr  303t  Grants—  the  phrase  ^  a  local  edu¬ 
cation  agency’-: 

-(e)-  Seetien  304  of  tbe  -Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  4905  -(20  -L.S-.-Gt  844)-  is  amended  by  insert- 
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ing  offer  -Applications  for  grants^  in  snfeseetion  -{]>)-,  ffee 
pfernse  Ae  a  local  education  agency-'. 

-{4}-  Section  502  of  ffee  Elemental  an4  Secondary  Evo¬ 
cation  Aef  of  4065  -{20  E.S.E.  862)  is  amen4e4  fey  inserf- 
nig  offer  tEe  hrsf  senfenee  of  snfeseetion  -(-a.-)  -(-1)  the  folfow- 

soeh  amoonf  as  fee  may  determine  foe  granfs  fo  fhe  Appa  • 

research  in  connection  with  4s  comprehensive  planning  fee 
ffeo  Appalachian  region  as  defined  nnder  section  404  of  tiie 
Appalachian  Regional  Ec-yclopmcnt  Ad  of  406540 

-(e)-  Section  505  of  tiie  Elementary  an4  Secondary  Edo- 
cation  Acl  of  4065  -(20  E-rSA-h  865)  is  amended  fey  fe 
Eg  before  ffeo  perio4  at  ffee  en4  of  tiie  section  tiie 

—  o  in  cl  fyvo  to  t  q  t/'i  f  1  i  o  A  T>~n  vi  1  o  r«lo  7  rrn  X?  ooa  n~n  o  1  itvi  oai-Am, 

j  <44  111  1U1  li  Jl  l til  U o  tV  11  lv  i.1.  U  jlcllal  lllttTT  Xieii  itlllu.t  vv'lllllll ijOlVxi 

for  educational  planning  an4  rcscarcfer  in  connection  with  its 
comprehensive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as  de¬ 
fined  nn4cr  section  404  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Envel¬ 


opment  Act  of  1965”. 


TITLE  I— APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 
Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  u  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967 ”. 

Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965  (hereinafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as 
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“the  Act"  )  is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  “and”  at  the  end  of 
clause  (7) ;  (2)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  and  the  word 
“and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu  of 
thereof  a  period;  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 
“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30, 
1967,  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government.  Thereafter,  such  ex¬ 
penses  shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States  in  the  region,  except 
that  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate , 
and  his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Government. 
The  share  to  be  paid  by  each  State  shall  be  determined  by 
the  Commission.  The  Federal  Cochairman  shall  not  partici¬ 
pate  or  vote  in  such  determination.  No  assistance  authorized 
by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political 
subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  Commission  while  such  State  is  delinquent  in 
payment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Commission ,  to  be  available 
8.  602—5 
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until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $ 1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to  exceed  $400,000 
of  such  authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  expenses  of 
the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the  authorization  in 
this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purposes  of  this  .section,  as  amended,  until 
expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the  Act,  entitled 

11  ADMINISTRATIVE  POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION” ,  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“( 7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases 
(including,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  laiv, 
the  lease  of  office  space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later 
than  June  30,  1971),  cooperative  agreements,  or  other 
transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying  out  its 
functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate, 
with  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  (which  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the 
extent  not  otherwise  prohibited  by  law)  or  with  any 
State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency,  or  instru¬ 
mentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association, 
or  corporation.” 
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Sec.  105.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“ APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 
“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system 
which,  in  conjunction  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other 
Federal-aid  highways  in  the  Appalachian  region ,  ivill  open 
up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental  potential  where 
commerce  and  communication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of 
adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  (hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘‘Secretary  )  is  authorized 
to  assist  in  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads  serving  the  Appala¬ 
chian  region.  The  provisions  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  Federal- aid  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  which 
the  Secretary  determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
shall  apply,  respectively,  to  the  development  highway  system 
and  the  local  access  roads.  Construction  on  the  development 
highway  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  seven  hundred 
miles.  Construction  of  local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed  two 
thousand  miles  that  will  serve  specific  recreational,  resi¬ 
dential,  educational,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like 
facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  school  consolidation  program. 
“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary  its 
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designations  of  (1)  the  general  corridor  location  and  termini 
of  the  development  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads  to  be 
constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  construction  of  segments 
of  the  development  highways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the 
program  authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State  mem¬ 
ber  participates  in  or  votes  on  such  designations,  he  shall  have 
obtained  the  recommendations  of  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

‘‘(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist  in  any  con¬ 
struction  ( including  right-of-way  acquisition )  which  would 
require  for  its  completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
(other  than  funds  available  under  title  23,  United  States 
Code)  in  excess  of  the  appropriations  authorization  in  sub¬ 
section  (g).  On  its  completion  each  development  highway 
not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be  added 
to  such  system  and  each  development  highway  and  local  access 
road  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the  State  as  pro¬ 
vided  for  Federal-aid  highways  in  title  23,  United  States 
Code. 

“(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  author¬ 
ized  under  this  section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference 
to  the  use  of  materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region. 

“(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and,  development  in 
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the  use  of  coal  and  coal  products  in  highway  construction 
and  maintenance,  the  Secretary  shall  require  each  partici¬ 
pating  State,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  to  use  coal 
derivatives  in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum 
of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

“(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of 
such  project,  unless  the  Commission  determines  that  assist¬ 
ance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  required  in  furtherance 
of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such  Federal 
assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President,  to  be  available  until 
expended,  $715,000,000  for  the  four-fiscal  year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1971.  Unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  under  the  authorization 
in  this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  be 
treated  as  having  been  appropriated  to  the  President  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  as  amended,  and  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

“(h)(1)  When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  con¬ 
struct  a  segment  of  a  development  highway  without  the  aid 
of  Federal  funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and 
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requirements  applicable  to  the  construction  of  segments  of 
Appalachian  development  highways  with  such  funds,  except 
insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to 
the  construction  of  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  have 
previously  been  appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  applica¬ 
tion  by  the  State  and  after  approval  of  the  project  by  the 
Commission  under  section  223(2)  of  this  Act,  shall  pay  to 
the  State  the  Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of 
the  costs  of  construction  of  such  segment,  from  any  sums 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  com¬ 
mitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  funds  for  segments  of  development  highways  con¬ 
structed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not  increase  the 
limitation  on  construction  in  subsection  (c)F 

Sec.  106.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“ DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  PROJECTS 
“Sec.  202.  ( a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of 
adequate  health  facilities  and  services  to  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  region,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  is  authorized  to  make  grants  for  the  planning,  con¬ 
struction,  equipment,  and  operation  of  multicounty  demon¬ 
stration  health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional  health 
diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities  and 
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services  necessary  to  health.  Grants  for  such  construction 
(including  the  acquisition  of  facilities  arid  initial  equipment) 
shall  he  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of 
title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  291- 
291o),  the  Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and  Community 
Mental  Health  Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat 
282 ) ,  and  other  laws  authorizing  grants  for  the  construction 
of  health-related  facilities,  without  regard  to  any  provisions 
therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to 
allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall 
be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States 
made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  any 
component  of  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed  80 
per  centum,  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  contribution  may  be 
provided  entirely  from  funds  authorized  under  this  section 
or  in  combination  with  funds  provided  under  other  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
health-related  facilities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
law  limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other  programs,  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal 
grants  for  component  facilities  of  a  demonstration  health 
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project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such 
facilities. 

“(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  (including 
initial  operating  funds  and  operating  deficits  comprising 
among  other  items  the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and  re¬ 
taining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demonstration  health  proj¬ 
ect,  whether  or  not  constructed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum  of  the  costs 
thereof  for  the  two-year  period  beginning,  for  each  component 
facility  or  service  assisted  under  any  such  operating  grant, 
on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or  service  is  in  operation 
as  a  part  of  the  project.  For  the  next  three  years  of  opera¬ 
tions  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  such  costs. 
No  grants  for  operation  of  a  demonstration  health  project 
shall  be  made  after  five  years  following  the  commencement 
of  the  initial  grant  for  operation  of  the  project.  Notwith¬ 
standing  section  104  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  554),  a  health-related 
facility  constructed  under  title  I  of  that  Act  may  be  a  compo¬ 
nent  of  a  demonstration  health  project  eligible  for  operating 
grant  assistance  under  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Commission  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  its  Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to  make  grants 
for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for  the  development  and 
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operation  of  demonstration  health  projects  for  the  region. 
The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum 
of  such  expenses. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $ 70,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  he  available  to  carry  out  this 
section .” 

Sec.  107.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “ LAND  STABILIZATION,  CONSERVATION,  AND  ERO¬ 
SION  control”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry 
out  this  section .” 

Sec.  108.  Section  204  of  the  Act,  entitled  “timber  de¬ 
velopment  and  research:” ,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
subsection  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  nei 
subsections  (b)  and  (c): 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
vide  technical  assistance,  make  grants,  enter  into  contracts,  or 
otherwise  provide  funds  to  foiest  products  research  institu¬ 
tions  in  the  region  and  other  appropriate  public  and  private 
organizations,  for  Appalachian  hardwood  products  research, 
including  investigations,  studies,  and  demonstrations,  ivhich 
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1  will  further  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  Funds  shall  he  pro- 

2  vided  only  for  programs  and  projects  which  will  contribute 

3  significantly  to  the  development  of  (1)  Appalachian  hard- 

4  wood  technology,  (2)  new  or  improved  uses  of  Appalachian 

5  hardwood  resources,  (3)  new  or  improved  processes  or  meth- 

6  ods  for  producing  hardwood  products,  or  (4)  new  or  im- 

7  proved  markets  for  such  products.  Funds  under  this  section 

8  shall  he  provided  solely  out  of  sums  specifically  appropriated 

9  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  he 

10  taken  into  account  in  the  allocation  or  distribution  of  funds 

11  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

12  “(c)  Not  to  exceed  $4,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized, 

13  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period, 

14  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  he  available  to  carry  out  the 

15  purposes  of  subsection  (h)  of  this  section .” 

16  Sec.  109.  (a)  Clause  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 

17  205  of  the  Act,  entitled  “ mining  area  restoration” ,  is 

18  amended  to  read,  as  folloivs: 
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“(1)  make  financial  contributions  to  States  in  the 
region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and 
abandoned  oil  and,  gas  wells,  and,  to  reclaim  and  rehabili¬ 
tate  lands  affected  by  the  strip  and  surface  mining  and, 
processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals,  including  lands 
affected  by  waste  piles,  in  accordance  with  provisions  of 
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the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.),  to 
the  extent  applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2(b) 
thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b) )  or  to  any  provisions  therein 
limiting  assistance  to  anthracite  coal  formation,  or  to  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this 
paragraph  shall  be  made  wholly  out  of  funds  specifically 
appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  carrying  out  this  Act.” 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “ and  1967"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “,  1967, 
1968,  and,  1969" ,  and  by  inserting  after  “ restoration  proj¬ 
ects"  a  comma  and  the  following:  “ including  reasonable 
planning,  engineering  and  land,  acquisition  costs," . 

(c)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d)  of  such  section 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “ Not  to  exceed  $39,150,000 
of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two- fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  carry  out  this  section 

Sec.  110.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “water  resource  SURVEY ”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $ 2,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section 
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Sec.  111.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is  amended  hy 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows: 
“assistance  for  planning  and  other  preliminary 

EXPENSES  OF  PROPOSED  HOUSING  PROJECTS  UNDER 
SECTION  221  OF  THE  NATIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 
“Sec.  207 .  ( a)  In  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the 
construction  or  rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of 
low-  and  moderate-income  families  and  individuals,  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary  )  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Fund  established  by  this  section,  under  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  may  prescribe,  to  nonprofit,  limited,  dividend,  or 
cooperative  organizations,  or  to  public  bodies,  for  expenses 
of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  for  a 
housing  construction  or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section 
221  of  the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in  this  section 
referred  to  as  ‘ section  221’ ) ,  in  any  area  of  the  Appalachian 
region  determined  by  the  Commission  to  have  significant 
potential  for  future  growth. 

“(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  those  administrative  expenses,  incident  to  planning 
a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section 
221,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to  be  recoverable 
from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  such  section: 
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Provided,  That  no  grant  shall  he  made  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  under  section  221,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  market  needs, 
preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  fees,  site 
options,  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  Federal  Na¬ 
tional  Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  construction  loan  fees 
and  discounts.  Loans  may  be  made  without  interest,  or  at 
any  market  or  below  market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a 
mortgage  insured  under  section  221:  Provided,  That  any 
loan  made  to  an  organization  established  for  profit  shall 
bear  interest  at  the  prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a 
mortgage  insured  under  such  section.  The  Secretary  may, 
except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  an  organization  established 
for  profit,  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  interest,  which  he  finds 
the  borrower  is  unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a 
mortgage  insured  under  section  221 . 

“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  shall  be  deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall 
be  known  as  the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be 
used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary  for  carrying  out 
such  purposes.  General  expenses  of  administration  of  this 
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1  section  may  be  charged,  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund  not 

2  needed  for  current  operation  may  be  invested  in  bonds  or 

3  other  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by 

4  the  United  States. 

5  “(e)  Not  to  exceed  $ 5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 

6  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  end- 

7  ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 

8  section .” 

9  Sec.  112.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211  of  the  Act, 

10  entitled  “vocational  education  facilities” ,  is  amended 

11  by  inserting  before  the  word  “ needed ”  in  the  first  sentence, 

12  the  following:  “and  for  the  equipment  of  such  facilities  and 

13  other  school  facilities” . 

14  (b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the  Act  is  amended 
13  to  read  as  follows: 

10  “(b)  Not  to  exceed  $ 18,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 

17  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  ending 
13  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section .” 

19  Sec.  113.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of  the  Act,  en- 

20  titled  “sewage  treatment  works”,  is  amended  to  read  as 

21  follows: 

22  “(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
22  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
24  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
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1954  (40  U.S.C.  461(a))  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and  all  of  clause  (9)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  therof  the  following: 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  for 
comprehensive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as 
defined  by  section  403  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified  under 
section  301  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  their  entire 
areas,  or  for  metropolitan  planning,  urban  planning, 
county  planning,  or  small  municipality  planning  within 
such  areas  in  the  Appalachian  region,  and  for  planning 
for  Appalachian  regional  programs 
(b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  701(b) 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
“ States' ’  the  words  “and  local  development  districts’. 

Sec.  115.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States, 
and  local  communities  of  the  region,  including  local  develop¬ 
ment  districts,  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  ( as  hereinafter  defined )  for  which  they  are 
eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
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they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  to  projects  under  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams,  as  hereafter  defined,  above  the  fixed  maximum  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  aidhorized  by  the 
applicable  law.  F unds  shall  be  so  provided  for  F ederal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  available  under 
the  Acts  authorizing  such  programs  and  shall  be  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings 
in  such  Acts. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be 
increased  in  excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  the  Com¬ 
mission,  and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum  thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘ Federal  grant-in-aid  programs’  as  used 
in  this  section  means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorized  by  this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  and  all  other  existing  or  future  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  authorized  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorized  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational 
Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal  Air- 
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port  Act;  part  IV  of  title  111  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934 ;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National  Defense 
Education  Act  of  1958.  The  temn  shall  not  include  (A)  the 
program  for  the  construction  of  the  development  highway  sys¬ 
tem  authorized  hy  section  201  of  this  Act  or  any  other  pro¬ 
gram  relating  to  highway  or  road  construction,  or  (B)  any 
other  program  for  which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial 
assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  authorized  by 
this  or  any  other  Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $97,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section 

Sec.  116.  Part  B  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“cultural  programs 

“Sec.  215.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  development 
of  the  cultural  resources  of  the  region,  the  Chairman  of  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  to  assist  the  member  States  of  the  Commission  (1) 
in  supporting  existing  programs  and  projects  ( including  pro¬ 
ductions)  in  the  region  which  meet  the  standards  enumerated 
in  section  5(c)  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and 
the  Humanities  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  954;  79  Stat.  846) ; 
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and  (2)  in  developing  programs  and  projects  in  the  arts  in 
such  a  manner  as  will  serve  all  the  people  of  the  region. 
Such  grants  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  section  5  of  that  Act,  for  programs  and  projects 
which  are  compatible  with  State  plans  approved  pursuant  to 
subsection  (li)  thereof,  without  regard  to  any  provisions 
therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or 
to  allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among 
the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  shall  be  made  to  a  State  for  a  workshop 
production  ( other  than  a  workshop  conducted  by  a  school, 
college,  or  university)  for  which  a  direct  or  indirect  admis¬ 
sion  charge  is  asked  if  the  proceeds,  after  deducting  reason¬ 
able  costs,  are  used  for  purposes  other  than  assisting  the 
recipient  to  develop  high  standards  of  artistic  excellence  or 
encourage  greater  appreciation  of  the  arts  and  humanities 
by  the  people  of  the  region. 

“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section 
Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  221  of  the 
Act,  entitled  “maintenance  of  effort”  ,  is  amended  by 
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striking  out  “exclusive  of  Federal  funds  ,”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “ exclusive  of  expenditures  for 
participation  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways ,  and  exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Federal 
funds,”. 

(h)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  “Highways'  the  following:  “and  expenditures 
of  local  funds  and  Federal  funds” . 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

“ PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under 
any  section  of  this  title  shall  be  implemented  until  (1)  appli¬ 
cations  and  plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal  official  to  be 
compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal  laws 
which  he  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
and  (2)  the  Commission  has  approved  such  program  or 
project  and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria 
under  section  224  and  will  contribute  to  the  development  of 
the  region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224  of  the  Act, 
entitled  “program  development  criteria” ,  is  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  “In  developing  recommendations  on  the” 
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and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  “ In  considering  ’ ;  and  (2) 
by  striking  out  “ within  those  recommendations  ' . 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  clause  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“(1)  to  assist  establishments  relocating  from  one  area  to 
another;'7 . 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled  “ grants  for 

ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  OF  LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RESEARCH  AND  DEMONSTRATION 
projects" ,  is  amended  by  (1)  striking  out  subsections  (a) 
through  (c);  (2)  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsection 
(e);  and  (3)  inserting  the  following  new  subsections  (a) 
through  (d): 

“(a)  The  President  is  authorized — 

“( 1)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses,  including  technical  services,  of  local 
development  districts,  but  (A)  the  amount  of  any  such 
grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses, 
(B)  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses  shall  be  made 
for  a  local  development  district  for  a  period  in  excess  of 
three  years  beginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made 
for  such  development  district,  and  (C )  the  local  develop¬ 
ment  district  contributions  for  administrative  expenses 
may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including 
but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services;  and 
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“(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  investi¬ 
gation,  research,  studies,  technical  assistance,  and  demon¬ 
stration  projects,  and  for  training  programs,  but  not  for 
construction  purposes,  which  will  further  the  purposes 
of  this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  make  a  survey 
and  study  of  acid  pollution  in  the  region  resulting  from 
mining  activities  and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  in  full 
cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  other 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies,  with  the  objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  action 
program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimina¬ 
tion  of  such  pollution  in  the  region  or  the  effects  of  such 
pollution.  The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  President  a 
report,  including  specific  recommendations  for  such  program 
and  for  the  policies  under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and 
the  President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the  Congress,  together 
with  his  recommendations,  not  later  than  March  31,  1969. 
The  study  shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the 
region  and  their  type,  area,  ownership,  and  other  char¬ 
acteristics;  the  relative  contribution  of  each  source;  and 
the  impact  of  each  source  on  water  quality  in  the  streams 
affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and,  potential  water-using 
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and  other  activities  which  are  affected  by  acid  mine  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  region ,  or  originating  in  the  region ,  and  the 
economic  and  social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to  such 
pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for  the 
control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine  pollution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  benefits,  public 
and  private,  that  are  likely  to  result  from  reducing  to 
various  levels  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  streams  of  the 
region  and  identify  the  types  of  beneficiaries  and  the 
relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such  beneficiaries. 

“(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal, 
State,  and  private  interests  in  programs  for  the  control, 
reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the 
region  and  the  relative  costs  which  each  should  bear, 
including  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to  which 
private  interests  can  bear  the  cost  of  such  programs 
within  the  economics  of  mining  activity,  (B)  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  past  action  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units 
of  government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the  adverse 
effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (C)  relationships  which 
might  be  established  among  Federal,  State,  and  local 
units  of  government,  and  with  private  interests,  for  im¬ 
plementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and  (D)  the 
need  for  appropriate  Federal  and  State  legislation, 
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including  adequate  enforcement  provisions,  for  such 
programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appropriate  con¬ 
trol,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in 
the  region,  including  the  identification  of  specific  objec¬ 
tives  and  costs,  with  due  consideration  to:  (A)  the  devel¬ 
opmental  effects  of  the  program,  (B)  the  economic  bene¬ 
fits  of  the  program  in  relation  to  costs,  (C)  the  social 
effects  of  the  program,  (D )  the  avoidance  of  unwar¬ 
ranted  financial  gain  to  private  interests,  and  (E)  the 
types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to  accomplish  the 
program. 

“(c)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of  transactions 
and  activities  financed  with  Federal  f  unds  and  report  thereon 
to  the  President.  The  records  of  the  Commission  shall  be 
available  for  audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  authorized 
representatives. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 
Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (b) .” 
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1  Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

2  follows: 

3  “project  approval 

4  “Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other 

5  assistance  for  a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be 

6  made  through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  repre- 

7  senting  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall  evaluate 

8  the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro- 

9  grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member 

10  as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act 

11  shall  be  approved  for  assistance.’  ’ 

12  Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

13  follows: 

14  “authorization  of  appropriations 

15  “Sec.  401.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  au- 

16  thorized  in  section  201  for  the  Appalachian  development 

17  highway  system  and  local  access  roads,  there  is  hereby  au- 

18  thorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President,  to  be  available 

19  until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $ 273,650,000  for  the  two- fiscal- 

20  year  period  ending  June  30,  1960,  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

21  “(b)  Unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the 

22  authorization  in  this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Ap- 

23  palachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967 

24  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  appropriated  to  the  President 
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for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  amended,  and  shall  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  any  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations  for  the  purposes  of  section  204 
prior  to  such  amendment  shall  remain  available  for  such 
purposes .” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  entitled  “defini¬ 
tion  of  APPALACHIAN  region ”,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  counties 
in  Alabama  after  “Jefferson A  the  following:  “Lamar,” 
and  after  “Morgan,”  the  following:  “Pickens,” ;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating  to  the 
counties  in  Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Chicka¬ 
saw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kemper,  Lee, 
Lowndes,  Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc, 
Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  and 
Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chautauqua,  Chemung, 
Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego,  Schoharie, 
Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tompkins;” . 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the 
colon  following  “West  Virginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
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a  period,  and  by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder  of  such 
section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the  definition  of 
the  Appalachian  region  as  set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be 
proposed  or  considered  by  the  Commission  without  a  prior 
request  by  the  Congress  for  a  study  of  such  change 
TITLE  II— AMENDMENTS  TO  TITLE  V  OF  THE 
PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  Section  503  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended 
by  striking  the  semicolon  after  clause  (2) ,  inserting  a  comma, 
and  the  following:  “including  the  development  of  a  compre¬ 
hensive  long-range  economic  plan  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary;” . 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“Not  to  exceed  $ 2,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  shall 
be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commission  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section 

Sec.  203.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  redesignating 
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such  section  as  section  510  and  by  inserting  after  section 
508  the  following  new  section  509: 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
“Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States  and  other 
entities  within  economic  development  regions  established  under 
this  Act  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs  ( as  hereinafter  defined )  for  which  they  are  eligible 
but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation,  they 
cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized,  once  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan 
established  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  section  503(a)  is  in 
effect,  to  provide  funds  pursuant  to  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  each  of  the  Federal  Cochairmen  of  the  regional 
commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter  established  under  this 
title,  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  to  projects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  applicable  law.  No  program  or  project 
authorized  under  this  section  shall  be  implemented:  until 
(1)  applications  and  plans  relating  to  the  program  or 
project  have  been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of 
Federal  laws  which  lie  administers  that  are  not,  inconsistent 
with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission  involved 
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has  approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under  section  504  and 
will  contribute  to  the  development  of  the  region,  which  deter¬ 
mination  shall  be  controlling.  F unds  may  be  provided  only 
for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  avail¬ 
able  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.  Funds  so 
provided  shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appro¬ 
priation  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be 
increased  in  excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  each 
commission,  and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  1 Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  as  used 
in  this  section  means  all  existing  or  future  F ederal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  assisting  in  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the 
construction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  including  but 
not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  title  1 
of  this  Act  and,  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act ;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act; 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act; 
Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963; 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  and 
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National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall 
not  include  any  program  in  which  loans  or  other  Federal 
financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  author¬ 
ized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants  under  this  section  shall 
be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  and  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  allocations  among 
the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  each  of  the  regional  commissions  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

“(e)  Any  amounts  appropriated  under  this  section  shall 
remain  available  until  expended,  and  any  amounts  authorized 
for  any  fiscal  year  under  this  section  but  not  appropriated 
may  be  appropriated  for  any  succeeding  fiscal  year  com¬ 
mencing  prior  to  July  1,  1970. 

“(f)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this  section  shall 
be  made  through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  repre¬ 
senting  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall  evalu¬ 
ate  the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member 


58 


1  as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this  section 

2  shall  be  approved  for  assistance  ” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  hill  to  revise  and 
extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Ellender  reported  on  hl/6  L&tin  America  tour, 

iced  and  discussed  proposed  Economic  OffportunTty  Act  of  1967. 


Sen.  Clark  intro- 


SENATE 

1.  FOREIGN  AID.  #en.  Ellender  reported  on  his  Latin  America  tour  made\during  the 
adjournment /of  Congress  last  fall  (S.  Doc.  18).  pp.  S5105-31 

Passed  Without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  56,  to  authorize  the  Presidentxpo  desig¬ 
nate  Oct/  31  of  each  year  as  National  UNICEF  Day.  pp.  S5183-4 

2.  DAIRY  PRICES.  Sen.  Nelson  urged  that  the  dairy  farmers  be  included  in  any  ^ice 
increases  in  the  fluid  milk  market  and  inserted  a  letter  to  Secretary  Freemai 
on'xhis  subject,  pp.  S5209-10 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Sen.  Muskie  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  699  and  S.  14^ 
x>  improve  intergovernmental  cooperation  on  grant-in-aid  programs,  and  stated, 
"The  United  States  has  reached  a  point  where  'creative  federalism'  must/search 
for  new  initiatives,  new  ways  of  solving  old  and  new  social  and  econpmic  prob¬ 
lems.  "K  S5220 

4.  MEAT  IMPORTSX.  Sen.  Hruska  urged  Congress  to  restrict  meat  inmost  and  announced 

he  would  introduce  a  proposal  for  this  purpose  in  the  next/few  days.  pp.  S525< 

7 

5.  TRUTH- IN -LENDING.  SenXProxmire  inserted  former  Sen/Paul  Douglas'  testimony 

supporting  S.  5,  the  tr^h- in- lending  bill.  pp.  >85215-9 

6.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Long,  Mo.,  ih^erted  an  article  relating  to  S.  928,  the  proposet 

Right  of  Privacy  Act  of  1967.  S5201-J 

7.  TRAVEL.  Passed  without  amendment  S^NK^Res.  57,  authorizing  and  requesting  the 

President  to  extend  through  1967  hisp^oc lama t ion  of  a  period  to  '  See  the  Unit 
States."  p.  S5184 

8.  EXPOSITION.  Passed  with  am^ment  S.  J.  ResNlO,  to  establish  the  Golden  Spike 

Centennial  Celebration  Cpfranission.  pp.  S5182-! 

9.  CREDIT  UNIONS.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  714,  to  increase  the  amount  Federal 

credit  unions  may/lend  to  their  directors  and  members  of  supervisory  and  credit 
committees,  py?  S5176-7 

10.  USER  CHARGE84  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  toamend  the  Federa 
Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  to  authorize  user  charges  to  cover 
the  cdst  of  registering  or  reregistering  economic  poisons  by  the  U§DA,  to 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  p.  S5131 


11, 


CAXATION .  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  6950,  to  restore  investment  tax  credl^and 
allowance  of  accelerated  depreciation  in  the  case  of  certain  real  property, 
pp.  S5222-33,  S5238-51 


12.  APPALACHIA.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments  (Apr.  6)  S.  602, 
to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  The  bi 
as  reported  contains  no  sweeping  changes  in  the  original  legislation.  Addi¬ 
tional  Federal  programs  would  be  included  under  the  umbrella  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission.  Among  these  are  technical  assistance  grants  and  loans  to 
encourage  low-and  moderate-income  housing  under  the  provisions  of  section  2 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954,  the  extension  of  the  availability  of  planning  money 
under  section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  to  the  so-called  local  development  * 
districts,  timber  products  research,  the  development  of  a  program  for  mine  ac 
pollution  control,  and  cultural  program  assistance.  The  bill  as  reported  autho¬ 
rizes  the  appropriation  of  $273,650,000  exclusive  of  the  Appalachian  Development 
Highway  System  for  the  2-fiscal-years  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  The  major 
portion  of  the  increase  in  appropriation  results  from  the  inclusion  of  four  new 
programs- -hardwood  timber  products  research,  technical  assistance  for  housing, 
development  of  a  mine  acid  pollution  control  program,  and  cultural  program 
assistance.  This  appropriation  would  be  made  to  the  President. 
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Senate  debated  Appalachian 


nterior  appropriation  bill. 

ngen  inserted  Republican  task  force  \^atement  on  agricul- 
ced  and  discussed  commodity  futures  bill 


SENATE 


1.  APPALACHIA.  Began  debate  on  S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 

gional  Development  Act  of  1965.  pp.  S5924-8,  S5934-41 

2.  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  6950,  to  restore  investment  tax  credit  and 

allo/ance  of  accelerated  depreciation  in  the  case  of  certain  real  property, 
pp/  S5907,  S5917-24,  S5928-34  \ 
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3*  COSPONSORS.  Cosponsors  were  added  as  follows  to  various  bills:  Sen.  Cotton  toy 
\S.  612,  the  dairy  import  bill,  Sen.  Hill  to  S.  1485,  the  intergovernmental 
manpower  bill,  Sen.  Hartke  to  S.  1446,  the  orderly  marketing  bill,  and  Sens 
Bible,  Talmadge  and  McCarthy  to  S.  1588,  the  meat  products  import  quota  cy/itrol 
bills,  p.  S5876 


4.  FLAG.  Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va. ,  spoke  in  support  of  legislation  to  prohibit /desecra¬ 
tion  of  the  flag.  pp.  S5877-8 


TRUTH  IN  LENDING.  Rep.  Proxmire  inserted  a  FTC  report  supporting/truth  in  lend¬ 
ing  legislation.  pp.  S5878-9 

Sen.  Mondalexinserted  the  testimony  of  Shelby  Southard  endorsing  the  truth 
in  lending  legislation.  p.  S5891 


4-H  CLUBS.  Sen.  Mansfield  commended  the  work  of  the  4-H  Clubs  and  inserted 
articles  by  its  members,  "What  4-H  Has  Meant  to  Me.”  pd.  S5880-1 


7.  REA.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  an  article  commending  the  rural  electrification 
program  and  discussing  theV’ problems"  it  faces  in  tme  future,  p.  S5886 


8.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  McCarthy  commended  and  inserted  a  speech  by  Secretary  Freeman, 
"Agricultural  Science  in  the  Science  Community^"  pp.  S5888-90 


9.  NATIONAL  GRANGE,  Sen.  Muskie  salutOd  the  National  Grange  on  its  100th  anni¬ 
versary  and  inserted  Secretary  Freemqn* s  Speech  at  the  unveiling  ceremony  of 
a  commemorative  stamp,  pp.  S5892-3 


10.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Muskie  inserted  Sen.  Sparkman's  address  on  proposed  housing  legis¬ 
lation  in  which  he  stated,  "A  reseape'eh  and\development  program  for  housing  is 
long  overdue..."  pp.  S5893-5 


11.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  McCarthy  stated  that  the  conditions  of  domestic  migratory 
workers  have  improved  substantially  and  insertea'an  article,  "Bracero  Boome¬ 
rang:  All  the  Predictions  About  Ending  the  Prograihi  Were  Wrong."  pp.  S5899-90(X^ 


12.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Sen.  Byrd,  y.  Va. ,  urged  an  indefinite  continuation  of  the  Federal 
food  stamp  program  "so  /that  this  vital  assistance  to  neh^dy  families  may  be 
provided  on  a  stabilized  basis."  pp.  S5907-17 


HOUSE 


13.  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1968  ( Inc ludes\f orest  Service). 
Began  debate  o/  this  bill,  H.  R.  9029  (pp.  H4726-68) . 

Re  jected  the  /following  amendments: 

By  Repy/Riegle,  to  reduce  the  appropriations  for  the  Office  of  tije  Secre¬ 
tary/  of  the  Interior  and  the  Fine  Arts  Commission  (pp.  H4650-4)\and  the 
Smithsonian  Institution  (pp,  H4664-6) . 

By/Rep.  Hall  to  reduce  the  appropriations  for  the  National  Foundatioi^on 
the  Arts  and  Humanities  (pp.  H4654-64) . 

Jy  Rep.  Jonas,  to  reduce  by  2  percent  the  funds  for  the  jobs  to  be  fill* 
next  fiscal  year  by  the  Interior  Department  (pp.  114665-6). 
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m&nent  appropriation.  The  Long 
amendment,  which  received  a  majority 
vote  By  four  votes,  did  provide  for  a  per- 
manenK  appropriation.  But  we  do  not 
have  it  ntow.  All  we  have  is  the  authori¬ 
zation  to  transfer  some  money  from  one 
account  to  another  but  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasurk  cannot  make  payment 
from  the  fund\until  authorized  by  con¬ 
gressional  appropriation  acts.  The  act 
then  provides  thatsif  all  the  money  is  not 
paid  out  of  the  fund,  it  goes  back  to 
the  general  fund  of  Njie  Treasury. 

All  we  have  here  is  al4  act  on  the  books 
which  invite  a  taxpayerrto  pay  a  dollar 
of  his  tax  money  to  be  equally  divided 
between  the  Democratic  a><id  Republi¬ 
can  candidates. 

If  I  can  amend  the  law,  iVill  fix  it 
up  so  that  if  George  Wallace\-or  any 
minor  party’s  candidate — gets  2  inillion 
votes,  he  will  get  a  few  dollars  from,  this 
fund. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  fi^e 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Not  yet. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  will  not* 
yield  to  anybody  before  I  get  through. 

Before  I  get  interrupted  again,  I  want 
to  say  something  about  the  corrupting 
influence  of  money. 

M\  President,  if  I  as  a  taxpayer  say 
that  I  want  $1  of  my  money  to  be  paid 
to  the  Democratic  and  Republican  can¬ 
didates,  50  cents  to  each  candidate,  does 
anyone  think  that  I  bought  those  fel¬ 
lows?  I  contributed  equally  to  both.  I 
contributed  50  cents  for  Romney  and  50 
cents  for  Johnson,  or  whoever  might  be 
running. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Not  yet. 

How  could  I  have  bought  them  for 
50  cents?  Where  does  the  corrupting 
influence  come  in?  The  corrupting  in¬ 
fluence  does  not  come  in  when  60  mil¬ 
lion  people  put  up  $1  apiece.  It  comes 
in  when  one  man  puts  up  $1  million. 

The  corrupt  influence  of  money  comes 
into  play  where  large  amounts  of  money 
are  involved  as  contributions. 

When  a  man  is  faced  with  the  need 
for  $30  million  with  which  to  run 
campaign  race  and  his  opponent  has 
more  money  than  that,  that  is  when 
people  make  commitments  that  /they 
never  should  make. 

That  is  what  I  am  trying  to  /Prevent. 

1  am  trying  to  fix  it  so  that  it /till  never 
again  be  necessary  for  a  Re/ublican  or 
Democratic  candidate  to  make  a  single 
promise  that  would  separate  him  from 
his  own  conscience.  Thacis  the  purpose. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  I/esident,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Lou/iana.  No.  I  will  be 
through  in  about /  minutes.  Point  No. 
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Mr.  SCOTT/'  Mr.  President,  at  the 
end  of  5  minutes,  I  will  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  qporum. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  will  yield 
in  5  minutes. 

The  /PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  the  floor. 

M/  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
•dejzx,  what  will  we  do  about  George 
illace  and  'Martin  Luther  King? 


George  Wallace  is  threatening  to  run  for 
'President,  and  so  is  Martin  Luther  King. 
What  will  we  do? 

If  I  have  my  way,  we  will  amend  the 
Act  so  that  if  either  one  gets  more  than 
2  million  votes,  he  would  be  eligible  to 
get  financial  assistance  to  help  reim¬ 
burse  him  for  out-of-pocket  expenses 
for  every  vote  more  than  2  million. 

The  last  time  we  had  a  real  serious 
third  party  challenge  was  when  Henry 
Wallace  and  Strom  Thurmond  ran. 

Strom  Thurmond  got  about  1,200,000 
votes,  and  Henry  Wallace  got  about 
1,100,000  votes.  Their  combined  vote 
was  2,300,000  roughly. 

I  would  think  that  if  a  man  runs  as  a 
third  party  candidate  and  gets  more 
votes  than  Henry  Wallace  and  Strom 
Thurmond  put  together,  he  ought  to  be 
eligible  to  have  a  little  financial  assist¬ 
ance  to  help  pay  for  such  things  as  radio 
and  television  expenses. 

If  we  can  keep  what  we  have  presently 
on  the  statute  books,  we  will  then  be  able 
to  provide  a  little  financial  assistance 
ir  television,  radio,  and  newspaper  ad¬ 
vertising,  and  the  transportation  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  candidate  himself,  whether^ 
it  be '-.the  Truman  train  or  Air  Force  No. 
1,  to  get  the  man  around  the  country¬ 
side  so\hat  he  can  convey  his  story  to 
the  public,  and  the  public  will  be  Able  to 
make  an  laonest  judgment  a/out  the 
candidate. 

I  know  thaV the  Senator  /rom  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Tydi^gs]  thought  this  was  a 
little  too  much  money  ami  he  wanted  to 
trim  down  the  aifipun y  of  money.  He 
wanted  to  limit  th&amount  of  money,. 
He  does  not  want  to /hake  it  possible  for 
the  money  to  be  handed  to  some  ward 
heeler  so  that  the  fellow,  can  go  away 
with  it.  The  .Senator  Was  very  wise 
about  that.  We  are  100  percept  with  him 
on  that.  /  \ 

The  act  Already  makes  provision  for 
that.  A  person  can  go  to  the  penitentiary 
for  doing  that.  However,  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  wants  to 
be  absolutely  sure  that  nothing  of  this 
sorj/will  happen. 

re  are  willing  to  do  that.  I  said  I 
rill  accept  the  amendment.  That  is, 
'when  we  come  out  of  the  committee. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  said:, 
“Where  does  the  taxpayer  have  a' 
choice?  Where  in  law  does  the  tax¬ 
payer  have  any  choice  concerning  what 
his  money  is  to  be  used  for?” 

The  Senator  then  proceeded  to  give 
some  of  the  examples  where  the  tax¬ 
payer  has  that  choice. 

For  example,  when  he  buys  a  duck 
stamp.  Nobody  makes  him  buy  a  duck 
stamp.  If  he  goes  down  and  buys  a  duck 
stamp,  the  law  says  that  the  money  goes 
into  a  special  fund  to  maintain  a  supply 
of  ducks  for  hunting.  When  a  man  buys 
a  gallon  of  gasoline,  part  of  the  money 
goes  into  the  highway  trust  fund,  so  ably 
put  into  the  law  by  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee.  The  man  does  not  have  to 
buy  the  gasoline.  During  the  war  my 
uncle  Dave  fixed  his  automobile  so  it  op¬ 
erated  on  butane  gas.  He  paid  abso¬ 
lutely  no  taxes  on  gasoline  to  move  his 
automobile  around  during  World  War  II. 

Now  there  is  a  recommendation  by  the 
President  for  a  fund  for  highway  beauti¬ 
fication.  When  anybody  buys  a  car,  he 


will  pay  something  into  the  beautifica^ 
tion  fund  through  the  excise  tax. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  says  t/at 
under  my  proposal,  third-party  ca 
dates  would  be  left  penniless.  Not.At  all. 
They  would  have  available  to  thfem  the 
same  sources  of  private  contributions 
that  exist  now,  and  a  lot  more  up  to  $60 
million  more  that  no  logger  will  be 
needed  by  the  major  parties. 

It  does  not  hurt  George  Wallace.  But 
if  I  had  my  way,  we  w/hld  provide  that 
George  Wallace,  Martin  Luther  King,  or 
anybody  else  who  gNs  a  certain  number 
of  votes — I  would  Ahink  that  2  million 
votes  would  be  a  fAir  number,  and  that  is 
what  the  Senator  from  Delaware  pro¬ 
posed — could  get  some  help. 

In  1956,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
studied  this  whole  matter,  and  after  he 
studied  it'  with  great  deliberation  and 
thoroughness,  he  gave  us  a  report  which 
is  now  out  of  print;  I  wish  we  could  get 
somq  more  copies,  but  somebody  seems 
to  .object  to  it.  It  is  a  potential  best¬ 
seller.  There  are  more  potential  cam¬ 
paign  contributors  in  the  Gore  report, 
alphabetically,  than  anywhere  else  in 
America.  It  is  out  of  print,  and  every¬ 
body  is  trying  to  get  a  copy,  especially 
professional  politicians. 

In  his  findings,  the  findings  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  as  set  forth  in  this  report,  it 
says  that  this  poignantly  demonstrates 
the  need  for  effective  limitations  upon 
the  amount  of  individual  contributions. 

Now,  let  me  read  on : 

And  the  desirability  of  providing  incentives 
for  mass  contributions. 

Let  me  read  those  four  words  again: 
“incentives  for  mass  contributions.” 

That  is  Albert  Gore  speaking — not  in 
1967.  That  is  Albert  Gore  in  1956.  Oh, 
how  times  have  changed  in  11  years. 
The  desirability  of  providing  incentives 
for  mass  contributions. 

Now  let  me  read  this,  good  brother: 

Or  perhaps  government  assumption  of  the 
cost  and  responsibility  for  the  conduct  of 
Federal  election  campaigns  and  the  curtail¬ 
ment  of  private  subsidization  of  election 
campaigns. 

Imagine  that.  To  think  I  have  lived  so 
long - 

SMr.  SCOTT.  Now  that  the  gentleman 
has  lived  so  long,  will  he  yield  to  me  at 
this  ppint? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  for  a 
question  or  a  brief  statement. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
yield  without  prejudicing  my  rights,  Mr. 
President 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered.  \ 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Tnte  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  has  had  the  flopr  since  the  23d  of 
March.  I  would  not  want  to  deprive  him 
now.  \ 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana^  Not  by  my¬ 
self.  I  have  had  some  help. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  should  lik<\to  ask  the 
Senator  some  questions. 

If  there  is  a  deduction  of  a  dollar,  and 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  ha\  said 
that  50  cents  would  go  to  one  partySand 
50  cents  to  the  other,  I  should  like  to  ask 
him  why  the  taxpayer  has  to  put 
cents  on  the  horse  he  does  not  want 
win. 
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Mr>  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  think  that 
is  very' important,  if  you  are  going  to  try 
to  fix  it  so  that  no  matter  who  is  elected, 
he  need  n\t  be  the  kept  cat  of  any  vested 
interest.  And  I  should  like  to  do  that. 

When  the.,  campaign  opens,  how  is 
John  Q.  Public,  who  has  not  heard  any 
of  these  candidates,  going  to  know  which 
side  to  vote  for\  But  I  want  to  know 
that  whomever  I  Vote  for  and  whoever 
is  elected  President^  not  the  hireling  of 
Wall  Street.  I  wam\him  to  be  a  free¬ 
man  and  to  vote  for  his  own  convictions 
and  to  represent  everybody.  I  do  not 
want  anybody  to  have  a  special  hammer- 
hold  on  him,  even  though  V did  not  vote 
for  him.  I  want  him  to  be\a  freeman, 
to  do  what  he  thinks  is  right.V How  do  I 
know  who  I  want  to  vote  for\before  I 
hear  the  arguments  of  both  sides 

So  we  said:  “Let’s  just  fix  it  up  So  that 
we  will  find  out  how  many  votes  these 
two  major  parties  received,  subtract,  5 
million  for  each,  multiply  that  by  $1,  ai 
split  it  evenly.  Both  sides  will  have  a: 
equal  chance  to  be  heard,  and  then  we’ll 
know  how  we  want  to  vote.  And  no  mat¬ 
ter  which  way  we  vote,  even  if  the  man 
we  vote  against  should  win  the  election, 
we  would  like  him  to  be  free  to  do  what¬ 
ever  he  thinks  is  right  and  not  have  to 
commit  himself  to  anything  in  order  to 
obtain  campaign  money.” 

Mr.  SCOTT.  My  second  question  to 
the  Senator  is  to  ask  him  if  he  has  not, 
in  discussing  his  fears  that  somebody 
will  be  corrupted  by  a  million  dollars, 
failed  in  his  provisions  to  provide  against 
the  million  dollars.  He  allows  anybody 
to  contribute  anything  they  want  and 
just  comingle  with  the  taxpayer’s  dol 
lar.  The  Senator  has  made  no  provision 
to  avoid  the  very  thing  that  he  announces 
he  fears  the  most. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  glad 
the  Senator  brought  up  that  point. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  is. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  might  have 
overlooked  it. 

What  I  have  tried  to  explain  to  every¬ 
body  who  spoke  to  me  about  this  is  that 
I  started  out  to  provide  a  way  that  both 
sides  could  be  honestly  financed,  with 
no  special  advantage  toward  anyone.  I 
said  that  I,  personally,  would  like  to 
limit  both  sides  to  money  made  available 
under  this  act. 

However,  historically,  the  Republicans 
have  had  much  more  money  than  2he 
Democratic  candidate  has  had.  If  Tnad 
tried  at  that  point  to  outlaw  these  private 
contributions  that  the  Senator  fears 
could  influence  and  corrupt/  govern¬ 
ment — and  I  believe  they  dp— I  might 
have  run  into  bitter  resistance  and  even 
a  filibuster  from  the  Republican  side  of 
the  aisle. 

I  said:  “Let  us  provide  an  honest  way 
to  finance  an  electionyand  when  you  pro¬ 
vide  this  financing,  .men  there  is  no  real 
basis  for  anyone  make  any  improper 
commitment.” 

Mr.  SYMINjSTON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  5  min¬ 
utes? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  shall  yield 
when  I  finish 

So  a /nan  may  say:  “We  want  to  back 
you  w>th  some  money.  We’re  not  for  you 
but jKe  want  to  be  sure  that  if  you  go  in, 
yojrre  not  going  to  mess  around  with  our 
mopoly.” 
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In  a  case  like  that,  the  candidate  could 
say :  “Forget  about  it.  I  don’t  think  that 
would  be  proper,  and  I’m  not  going  to 
make  any  commitment  to  you.” 

And  he  need  not  worry  about  financ¬ 
ing  his  campaign.  It  is  financed  anyway. 
Maybe  he  would  have  $5  million  more,  if 
he  were  to  make  such  a  commitment,  but 
he  need  not  worry  about  that. 

Furthermore,  if  I  have  my  way,  we  are 
going  to  proceed  to  outlaw  these  private 
contributions  for  the  purposes  outlined 
in  my  amendment.  We  are  going  to 
limit  the  use  of  the  funds  to  such  things 
as  the  means  of  communications  and  the 
transportation  of  the  presidential  candi¬ 
date,  and  outlaw  the  use  of  this  money 
for  other  purposes ;  that  is  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  for  which  the  Senate  voted.  It  is 
in  S.  1407.  I  am  on  record  for  that. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Symington!  wishes  to  make  a 
statement ;  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  I  may  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  for  such  time  as  he  requires, 
^without  prejudice  to  my  rights. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  briefly. 

(r.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

M\  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  is 
certairt  that  we  do  have  a  time  limitati 
on  the  pending  motion  on  Tuesday 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Pres. 


d  n 
1  : 


ask  unanimous  consent  that 
ing  business  bk  temporari 
The  PRESIDING  OFF! 
out  objection,  HlR.  6950 
lorarily  laid  aside. 


ent, 
pend- 
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With- 
tem- 


April  26,  1967 


EXTENSION  OF  APPALACHIAN  RE¬ 
GIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF 
1965 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  161,  S.  602,  so  that  we  will  have  some 
business  pending.  This  is  a  bill  on  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  his  equally 
distinguished  colleague  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  equally  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 

►  Scott],  and  the  equally  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker] 
would  like  to  make  comments  on  to¬ 
night. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  602) 
to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  with  an  amendment 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert: 

TITLE  I — APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DE¬ 
VELOPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OP  1967 
Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
Amendments  of  1967”. 

Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  (herein¬ 
after  in  this  title  referred  to  as  “the  Act”) 
is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  "and”  at  the 


end  of  clause  (7) ;  (2)  by  striking  out  the 
semicolon  and  the  word  “and”  at  the  end  of 
clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  thereof 
a  period:  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the ’period  ending  on 
June  30,  1967,  the  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Thereafter,  such  expenses 
shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States 
in  the  region,  except  that  the  expenses  of 
the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and 
his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal 
Government.  The  share  to  be  paid  by  each 
State  shall  be  determined  by  the  Commission. 
The  Federal  Cochairman  shall  not  participate 
or  vote  in  such  determination.  No  assistance 
authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished 
to  any  State  or  to  any  political  subdivision 
or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the 
Sta'te  member  of  the  Commission  participate 
or  vote  in  any  determination  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  while  such  State  is  delinquent  in  pay¬ 
ment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  ^authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
not  to  exceed  $1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
ear  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to 
xceed  $400,000  of  such  authorization  shall 
be  available  for  the  expenses  of  the  Federal 
Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff. 
Unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  under 
the  authorization  in  this  section  prior  to 
amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall 
remain  available  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  as  amended,  until  expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the 
Act,  entitled  “administrative  powers  of  the 
commission”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  con¬ 
tracts,  leases  (including,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  the  lease  of  office 
space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than 
June  30,  1971),  cooperative  agreements,  or 
other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in 
carrying  out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms 
as  it  may  deem  appropriate,  with  any  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  (which  is  hereby  so  authorized 
to  the  extent  not  otherwise  prohibited  by 
law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  sub¬ 
division,  agency,  or  instrumentality  thereof, 
or  with  any  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a-high- 
way  system  which,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid 
highways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will 
open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  develop¬ 
mental  potential  where  commerce  and  com¬ 
munication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of 
adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transpor¬ 
tation  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to 
as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  assist  in 
the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system  and  local  access  roads 
serving  the  Appalachian  region.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  that 
are  applicable  to  the  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secon¬ 
dary  highways,  and  which  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
shall  apply,  respectively,  to  the  development 
highway  system  and  the  local  access  roads. 
Construction  on  the  development  highway 
system  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  seven 
hundred  miles.  Construction  of  local  access 
roads  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  miles 
that  will  serve  specific  recreational,  residen¬ 
tial,  educational,  commercial,  industrial,  or 
other  like  facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  school 
consolidation  program. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the 
Secretary  its  designations  of  (1)  the  general 
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corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads  to  be 
constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  segments  of  the  development  high¬ 
ways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the  program 
authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State 
member  participates  in  or  votes  on  such 
designations,  he  shall  have  obtained  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

‘‘(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist 
in  any  construction  (including  right-of-way 
acquisition)  which  would  require  for  its 
completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
(other  than  funds  available  under  title  23, 
United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  appropria¬ 
tions  authorization  in  subsection  ( g ) .  On 
its  completion  each  development  highway 
not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  sys¬ 
tem  shall  be  added  to  such  system  and  each 
development  highway  and  local  access  road 
shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the 
State  as  provided  for  Federal-aid  highways 
in  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

“(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and 
roads  authorized  under  this  section,  the 
States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use 
of  materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the 
Appalachian  region.  , 

“(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and 
development  in  the  use  of  coal  and  coal 
products  in  highway  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance,  the  Secretary  shall  require  each* 
participating  State,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum 
of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

“(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construc¬ 
tion  project  under  this  section  shall  not 
exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such 
project,  unless  the  Commission  determines 
that  assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage 
is  required  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes 
of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such 
costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
President,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
$715,000,000  for  the  four-fiscal  year  period 
ending  June  30,  1971.  Unexpended  balances 
of  appropriations  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  under  the  authorization  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of 
1967  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section,  as  amended,  and  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended. 

“(h)(1)  When  a  participating  State  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  construct  a  segment  of  a  develop¬ 
ment  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal 
funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures 
and  requirements  applicable  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  segments  of  Appalachian  de¬ 
velopment  highways  with  such  funds,  except 
insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements 
limit  a  State  to  the  construction  of  projects 
for  which  Federal  funds  have  previously 
been  appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  ap¬ 
plication  by  the  State  and  after  approval 
of  the  project  by  the  Commission  under 
section  223(2)  of  this  Act,  shall  pay  to  the 
State  the  Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70 
per  centum  of  the  costs  of  construction  of 
such  segment,  from  any  sums  appropriated 
to  carry  out  this  section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide 
funds  for  segments  of  development  high¬ 
ways  constructed  under  this  subsection,  and 
shall  not  increase  the  limitation  on  con¬ 
struction  in  subsection  (c).” 

Sec.  106.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  PROJECTS 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the 
value  of  adequate  health  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  to  the  economic  development  of  the 
region,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make  grants  for 


the  planning,  construction,  equipment,  and 
operation  of  multicounty  demonstration 
health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional 
health  diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and 
other  facilities  and  services  necessary  to 
health.  Grants  for  such  construction  (in¬ 
cluding  the  acquisition  of  facilities  and 
initial  equipment)  shall  be  made  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  title 
VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  291-291o),  the  Mental  Retardation 
Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health 
Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat. 
282 ) ,  and  other  laws  authorizing  grants  for 
the  construction  of  health-related  facilities, 
.  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein 
relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceil¬ 
ings  or  to  allotments  among  the  States. 
Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act  and 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  com¬ 
putation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States 
made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  any  component  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  may  be  provided  entirely  from 
funds  authorized  under  this  section  or  in 
combination  with  funds  provided  under 
other  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the 
construction  or  equipment  of  health-related 
facilities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
law  limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other 
programs,  funds  authorized  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal  grants 
for  component  facilities  of  a  demonstration 
health  project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  costs  of  such  facilities. 

“(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  opera¬ 
tion  (including  initial  operating  funds  and 
operating  deficits  comprising  among  other 
items  the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and 
retaining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project,  whether  or  not  con¬ 
structed  with  funds  authorized  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum 
of  the  costs  thereof  for  the  two-year  period 
beginning,  for  each  component  facility  or 
service  assisted  under  any  such  operating 
grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or 
service  is  in  operation  as  a  part  of  the  proj¬ 
ect.  For  the  next  three  years  of  operations 
such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  such  costs.  No  grants  for  operation  of 
a  demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made 
after  five  years  following  the  commencement 
of  the  initial  grant  for  operation  of  the 
project.  Nothwithstanding  section  104  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  554),  a  health- 
related  facility  constructed  under  title  I 
of  that  Act  may  be  a  component  of  a  dem¬ 
onstration  health  project  eligible  for  op¬ 
erating  grant  assistance  under  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  provide  funds 
to  the  Commission  for  the  support  of  its 
Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to  make 
grants  for  expenses  of  planning  necessary 
for  the  development  and  operation  of  dem¬ 
onstration  health  projects  for  the  region. 
The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $70,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  107.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of 
the  Act,  entitled  "land  stabilization,  con¬ 
servation,  and  erosion  control”,  is  amended 
to  re:  d  as  follows: 

“(i)  Not  to  e-.ceed  $19,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for 
the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 
1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  108.  Section  204  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“timber  development  and  research”,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (b)  and 


inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  : 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  provide  technical  assistance, 
make  grants,  enter  into  contracts,  or  other¬ 
wise  provide  funds  to  forest  products  re¬ 
search  institutions  in  the  region  and  other 
appropriate  public  and  private  organiza¬ 
tions,  for  Appalachian  hardwood  products 
research,  including  investigations,  studies, 
and  demonstrations,  which  will  further  the 
purposes  of  this  Act.  Funds  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  only  for  programs  and  projects  which 
will  contribute  significantly  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  (1)  Appalachian  hardwood  tech¬ 
nology,  (2)  new  or  improved  uses  of  Appala¬ 
chian  hardwood  resources,  (3)  new  or  im¬ 
proved  processes  or  methods  for  producing 
hardwood  products,  or  (4)  new  or  improved 
markets  for  such  products.  Funds  under 
this  section  shall  be  provided  solely  out  of 
sums  specifically  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not 
be  taken  into  account  in  the  allocation  or 
distribution  of  funds  pursuant  to  any  other 
provision  of  law. 

“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $4,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  109.  (a)  Clause  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  205  of  the  Act,  entitled  “mining 
area  restoration”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ( 1 )  make  financial  contributions  to  States 
in  the  region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in  aban¬ 
doned  coal  mines  and  abandoned  oil  and  gas 
wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabilitate  lands 
affected  by  the  strip  and  surface  mining  and 
processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals,  in¬ 
cluding  lands  affected  by  waste  piles,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.)  to  the  extent 
applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2(b) 
thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b) )  or  to  any  provi¬ 
sions  therein  limiting  assistance  to  anthra¬ 
cite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  be  made  wholly  out  of  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 
carrying  out  this  Act.” 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “and  1967”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof,  “1967,  1968,  and 
1969”,  and  by  inserting  after  “restoration 
projects”  a  comma  and  the  following:  “in¬ 
cluding  reasonable  planning,  engineering  and 
land  acquisition  costs,”. 

(c)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d) 
of  such  section  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows:  “Not  to  exceed  $39,150,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969. 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  110.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “water  resource  survey”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  i.n  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  111.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a 
new  section  as  follows : 

“assistance  for  planning  and  other  pre¬ 
liminary  expenses  of  proposed  housing 

PROJECT^  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and 
facilitate  the  construction  or  rehabilitation 
of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  families  and  individuals, 
the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as 
the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  make  grants 
and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Fund  established  by  this  section,  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  prescribe, 
to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  cooperative 
organizations,  or  to  public  bodies,  for  ex- 
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pe rises  of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an  in¬ 
sured  mortgage  for  a  housing  construction  or 
rehabilitation  project,  under  section  221  of 
the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  ‘section  221’),  in  any 
area  of  the  Appalachian  region  determined 
by  the  Commission  to  have  significant  po¬ 
tential  for  future  growth. 

"(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  80  per  centum  of  those  administrative 
expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  project  and 
obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section 
221,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to  be 
recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage 
insured  under  .such  section :  Provided,  That 
no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall 
exceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  planning 
a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage 
under  section  221,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of 
market  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering 
and  architectural  fees,  site  options.  Federal 
Housing  Administration  and  Federal  Na¬ 
tional  Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  con¬ 
struction  loan  fees  and  discounts.  Loans 
may  be  made  without  interest,  or  at  any 
market  or  below  market  interest  rate  au¬ 
thorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  sec¬ 
tion  221:  Provided,  That  any  loan  made  to 
an  organization  established  for  profit  shall 
bear  interest  at  the  prevailing  market  rate 
authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under 
such  section.  The  Secretary  may,  except  in 
the  case  of  a  loan  to  an  organization  estab¬ 
lished  for  profit,  waive  the  repayment  of  all 
or  any  part  of  a  loan  made  under  this  section, 
including  interest,  which  he  finds  the  bor¬ 
rower  is  unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds 
of  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221. 

"(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be 
deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as 
the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be 
used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary  for 
carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  ex¬ 
penses  of  administration  of  this  section  may 
be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund 
not  needed  for  current  operaiton  may  be  in¬ 
vested  in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guar¬ 
anteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the 
United  States. 

"(e)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  112.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211 
of  the  Act,  entitled  “vocational  education 
facilities",  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  word  “needed”  in  the  first  sentence,  the 
following:  “and  for  the  equipment  of  such 
facilities  and  other  school  facilities”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $18,000,000  of  the 
funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act 
for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June 
30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  113.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “sewage  treatment  works”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1954  (40  U.S.C.  461(a) )  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause 
(8)  and  all  of  clause  (9)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  the 
Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section  403 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certi¬ 
fied  under  section  301  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  for  their  entire  areas, 
or  for  metropolitan  planning,  urban  plan¬ 


ning,  county  planning,  or  small  municipality 
planning  within  such  areas  in  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  region,  and  for  planning  for  Appalachian 
regional  programs.” 

(b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of 
section  701(b)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  “States”  the 
words  “and  local  development  districts”. 

Sec.  115.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid 
»  PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  peo¬ 
ple,  States,  and  local  communities  of  thew- 
region,  including  local  development  districts, _ 
to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  de¬ 
fined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for 
which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching 
share,  the  President  is  authorized  to  provide 
funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  to  be  used 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Fed¬ 
eral  contribution  to  projects  under  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs,  as  hereafter  defined, 
above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost 
of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the 
applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided 
for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which 
funds  are  available  under  the  Acts  author¬ 
izing  such  programs  and  shall  be  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authori¬ 
zation  ceilings  in  such  Acts. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  the  Commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  those 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by 
this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment 
of  facilities,  and  all  other  existing  or  future 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by 
Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the  acquisition 
of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant- 
in-aid  programs  authorized  by  the  following 
Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Li¬ 
brary  Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part 
IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963; 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of 
1965;  National  Defense  Education  Act  of 
1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  the 
program  for  the  construction  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system  authorized  by  section 
201  of  this  Act  or  any  other  program  relating 
to  highway  or  road  construction,  or  (B)  any 
other  program  for  which  loans  or  other  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in- 
aid  program,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any 
other  Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $97,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  116.  Part  B  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a 
new  section  as  follows: 

“cultural  programs 

“Sec.  215.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the 
development  of  the  cultural  resources  of  the 
region,  the  Chairman  of  the  National  En¬ 
dowment  for  the  Arts  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  to  assist  the  member  States  of  the 
Commission  (1)  in  supporting  existing  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  (including  productions) 
in  the  region  which  meet  the  standards 
enumerated  in  section  5(c)  of  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities 
Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  954;  79  Stat.  846);  and 
(2)-  in  developing  programs  and  projects 
in  the  arts  in  such  a  manner  as  will  serve 
all  the  people  of  the  region.  Such  grants 
shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  ap¬ 
plicable  provisions  of  section  5  of  that  Act, 
for  programs  and  projects  which  are  com¬ 


patible  with  State  plans  approved  pursuant 
to  subsection  (h)  thereof,  without  regard  to 
any  provisions  therein  relating  to  appropria¬ 
tion  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments 
among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically 
appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among 
the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  shall  be  made  to  a  State  for 
a  workshop  production  (other  than  a  work¬ 
shop  conducted  by  a  school,  college,  or  uni¬ 
versity)  for  which  a  direct  or  indirect  admis¬ 
sion  charge  is  asked  if  the  proceeds,  after 
deducting  reasonable  costs,  are  used  for  pur¬ 
poses  other  than  assisting  the  receipient  to 
develop  high  standards  of  artistic  Excellence 
or  encourage  greater  appreciation  of  the  arts 
and  humanities  by  the  people  of  the  region. 

“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section 
221  of  the  Act,  entitled  “maintenance  of 
effort”,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “exclu¬ 
sive  of  Federal  funds,”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "exclusive  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  participation  in  the  National  Sys¬ 
tem  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  and 
exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Federal  funds,”. 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  “Highways”  the 
following:  “and  expenditures  of  local  funds 
and  Federal  funds”. 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : . 

“PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  authorized 
under  any  section  of  this  title  shall  be  im¬ 
plemented  until  (1)  applications  and  plans 
relating  to  the  program  or  project  have  been 
determined  by  the  responsible  Federal  official 
to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and 
objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  admin¬ 
isters  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  and  (2)  the  Commission  has  approved 
such  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under 
section  224  and  will  contribute  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  region,  which  determination 
shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224 
of  the  Act,  entitled  “program  development 
criteria”,  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out 
“In  developing  recommendations  on  the”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof :  “In  considering”; 
and  (2)  by  striking  out  “within  those 
recommendations” . 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  clause  (1)  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following :  “  ( 1 )  to 
assist  establishments  relocating  from  one 
area  to  another; 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“grants  for  administrative  expenses  of 
local  development  districts  and  for  re¬ 
search  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS”,  is 
amended  by  ( 1 )  striking  out  subsections 
(a)  through  (c) ;  (2)  redesignating  subsec¬ 
tion  (d)  as  subsection  (e);  and  (3)  inserting 
the  following  new  subsections  (a)  through 
(d): 

“(a)  The  President  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission 
for  administrative  expenses,  including  tech¬ 
nical  services,  of  local  development  districts, 
but  (A)  the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall 
not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses, 

(B)  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses 
shall  be  made  for  a  local  development  dis¬ 
trict  for  a  period  in  excess  of  three  years 
beginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is 
made  for  such  development  district,  and 

(C)  the  local  development  district  contri¬ 
butions  for  administrative  expenses  may 
be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  in¬ 
cluding  but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment, 
and  services;  and 

“(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission 
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for  investigation,  research,  studies,  technical 
assistance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and 
for  training  programs,  but  not  for  construc¬ 
tion  purposes,  which  will  further  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to 
make  a  survey  and  study  of  acid  pollution 
in  the  region  resulting  from  mining  activ¬ 
ities  and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  in 
full  cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State, 
and  local  departments  and  agencies,  with  the 
objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive 
action  program  for  the  appropriate  control, 
reduction,  or  elimination  of  such  pollution 
in  the  region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution. 
The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  a  report,  including  specific  recommen¬ 
dations  for  such  program  and  for  the  policies 
under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and 
the  President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the 
Congress,  together  with  his  recommendations, 
not  later  than  March  31,  1969.  The  study 
shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  region  and  their  type,  area, 
ownership,  and  other  characteristics;  the 
relative  contribution  of  each  source;  and  the 
impact  of  each  source  on  water  quality  in 
the  streams  affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water¬ 
using  and  other  activities  which  are  affected 
by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  or 
originating  in  the  region,  and  the  economic 
and  social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to 
such  pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for 
the  control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine  pol¬ 
lution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  bene¬ 
fits,  public  and  private,  that  are  likely  to  re¬ 
sult  from  reducing  to  various  levels  acid 
mine  pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region 
and  identify  the  types  of  beneficiaries  and 
the  relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to 
such  beneficiaries. 

“(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of 
Federal,  State,  and  private  interests  in  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimina¬ 
tion  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and 
the  relative  costs  which  each  should  bear,  in¬ 
cluding  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to 
which  private  interests  can  bear  the  cost  of 
such  programs  within  the  economics  of  min¬ 
ing  activity,  (B)  the  effectiveness  of  past  ac¬ 
tion  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of 
government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the 
adverse  effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (C) 
relationships  which  might  be  established 
among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  and  with  private  interests,  for  im¬ 
plementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and 
(D)  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal  and 
State  legislation,  including  adequate  en¬ 
forcement  provisions,  for  such  programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appro¬ 
priate  control,  reduction  or  elimination  of 
acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  includ¬ 
ing  the  identification  of  specific  objectives 
and  costs,  with  due  consideration  to:  (A) 
the  developmental  effects  of  the  program, 
(B)  the  economic  benefits  of  the  program  in 
relation  to  costs,  (C)  the  social  effects  of  the 
program,  (D)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted 
financial  gain  to  private  interests,  and  (E) 
the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  program. 

“(c)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by 
the  President,  maintain  accurate  and  com¬ 
plete  records  of  transactions  and  activities 
financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report 
thereon  to  the  President.  The  records  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  available  for  audit 
with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the  President 
and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly 
authorized  representatives. 

"(d)  Not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 
Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such  authoriza¬ 


tion  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of 
subsection  (b).” 

Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows ; 

"project  approval 

"Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or 
for  any  other  assistance  for  a  program  or 
project  under  this  Act  shall  be  made  through 
the  State  member  of  the  Commission  repre¬ 
senting  such  applicant,  and  such  State  mem¬ 
ber  shall  evaluate  the  application  for  ap¬ 
proval.  Only  applications  for  programs  and 
projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  mem¬ 
ber  as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Act  shall  be  approved  for 
assistance.” 

Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

"Sec.  401.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  appro¬ 
priations  authorized  in  section  201  for  the 
Appalachian  development  highway  system 
and  local  access  roads,  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President, 
to  be  available  until  expended,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $273,650,000  for  the  two-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry  out  this 
Act. 

“(b)  Unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions  under  the  authorization  in  this  section 
prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of 
1967  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  the  purposes 
of  this  Act  as  amended,  and  shall  remain 
available  until  expended :  Provided ,  That  any 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  for 
the  puropses  of  section  204  prior  to  such 
amendment  shall  remain  available  for  such 
purposes.” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “DEFINITION  OF  APPALACHIAN  REGION”,  is 

amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  counties  in  Alabama  after  “Jefferson,” 
the  following;  “Lamar,”  and  after  “Morgan,” 
the  following :  “Pickens,”;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating 
to  the  counties  in  Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn, 
Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kemp¬ 
er,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktib¬ 
beha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tisho¬ 
mingo,  Union,  Webster,  and  Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chaptauqua,  Chemung, 
Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego,  Scho¬ 
harie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tomp¬ 
kins;  ”. 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  the  colon  following  “West  Vir¬ 
ginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period, 
and  by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder  of 
such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following : 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in 
the  definition  of  the  Appalachian  region  as 
set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed 
or  considered  by  the  Commission  without  a 
prior  request  by  the  Congress  for  a  study  of 
such  change.” 

TITLE  II — AMENDMENTS  TO  TITLE  V  OF 

THE  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  Section  503 
of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking  the 
semicolon  after  clause  (2),  inserting  a  com¬ 
ma,  and  the  following:  “including  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  comprehensive  long-range 
economic  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary;”. 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

"Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  subsec¬ 
tion  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated 
by  the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commis¬ 


sion  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.” 

Sec.  203.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  redesignating  such  section  as 
section  610  and  by  inserting  after  section 
508  the  following  new  section  509 : 

“SUPPLEMENTS  TO  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID 
PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the 
States  and  other  entities  within  economic 
development  regions  established  under  this 
Act  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  de¬ 
fined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for 
which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching 
share,  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  once  a 
comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan 
established  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  503(a)  is  in  effect,  to  provide  funds 
pursuant  to  specific  recommendations  of 
each  of  the  Federal  Cochairmen  of  the  re¬ 
gional  commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter 
established  under  this  title,  to  be  used  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  to  projects  under  such  programs 
above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the 
cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized 
by  the  applicable  law.  No  program  or  proj¬ 
ect  authorized  under  this  section  shall  be 
implemented  until  (1)  applications  and 
plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions 
and  objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  ad¬ 
ministers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission  in¬ 
volved  has  approved  such  program  or  project 
and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the  ap¬ 
plicable  criteria  under  section  504  and  will 
contribute  to  the  development  of  the  region, 
which  determination  shall  be  controlling. 
Funds  may  be  provided  only  for  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are 
available  under  the  Act  authorizing  such 
programs.  Funds  so  provided  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  without  regard  to  any  appropriation 
authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the 
percentages  established  by  each  commission, 
and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  all 
existing  or  future  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  assisting  in  the  acquisition  of  land  or 
the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities, 
including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid 
programs  authorized  by  title  I  of  this  Act 
and  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act; 
Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934;  Higher 
Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  and 
National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958. 
The  term  shall  not  include  any  program  in 
which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is 
authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants 
under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out 
of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  and 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
computation  of  allocations  among  the  States 
made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary  for  each  of 
the  regional  commissions  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the 
period  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum 
of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969. 

“(e)  Any  amounts  appropriated  under 
this  section  shall  remain  available  until 
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expended,  and  any  amounts  authorized  for 
any  fiscal  year  under  this  section  but  not 
appropriated  may  be  appropriated  for  any 
succeeding  fiscal  year  commencing  prior  to 
July  1,  1970. 

“(f)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  through  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  representing 
such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall 
evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only 
applications  for  programs  and  projects  which 
are  approved  by  a  State  member  as  meeting 
the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this 
section  shall  be  approved  for  assistance.” 


April  26,  1967 


t.  mj\ 


INVESTMENT  TAX-CREDIT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6950)  to  restore  the  in¬ 
vestment  credit  and  the  allowance  of  ac¬ 
celerated  depreciation  in  the  cas\of  cer¬ 
tain  real  property. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  \The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
staff  has  been  following  what  has  been 
going  on  for  some  weeks  and  I  would 
like  to  read  to  the  Senate  a  short  state¬ 
ment  in  summary  of  what  has  transpired. 

April  26,  1967. 

To:  Senator  Symington. 

Re :  Brief  summary  of  floor  situation  on  H.R. 

6950. 

The  Committee  on  Finance  has  reported 
back,  as  previously  instructed  by  the  Senate, 
H.R.  6950  with  two  provisions:  1)  restoration 
of  the  investment  tax  credit.  2)  repeal  of 
the  Presidential  Campaign  Financing  Act  as 
of  July  31,  1967.  The  Committee  has  also 
announced  that  it  will  hold  hearings  and  re¬ 
port  back  within  six  weeks  a  bill  for  the 
improvement  and  revision  of  the  Presidential 
Campaign  Financing  Act,  this  announcement 
also  in  accordance  with  the  recomittal  in¬ 
structions  of  the  Senate. 

Senator  Long  has  now  moved  to  strike  the 
provision  of  the  Committee  bill  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  expiration  of  the  Presidential 
Campaign  financing  act  on  July  31,  1967. 
That  is  the  pending  business.  He  has  an¬ 
nounced  that  if  his  motion  is  defeated,  he  will 
open  up  the  bill  to  further  amendments.  If 
his  motion  is  adopted,  he  will  do  his  best 
to  foreclose  further  amendments. 

Leaving  aside  the  merits  of  the  question 
of  repeal  of  the  Presidential  Campaign  Fund 
Act,  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  if  the  Sen¬ 
ate  does  not  support  Senator  Long’s  motion 
to  strike,  the  Senate  will  be  embroiled  again y 
in  adopting  all  kinds  of  amendments — Ribi/ 
coff  college  tax  credit,  meat  import  quota 
textile  import  quotas,  and  so  forth — tq/xhe 
investment  tax  credit  bill. 

If,  however,  the  Senate  supports  Senator 
Long's  motion  to  strike.  Senator  Williams, 
joined  by  Senators  Kennedy  and  Percy,  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  provide;  in  effect, 
the  President’s  original  recomm«idations  on 
campaign  financing — $100  tax/aeduction  for 
individuals  making  contributions  to  the  po¬ 
litical  candidates  of  their  choice. 

Senator  Williams  has  sa*a  he  will  offer  this 
amendment  and  others  i t  the  repeal  question 
is  to  be  reopened  as  Senator  Long  has  indi¬ 
cated. 

I  would  assume  ^however  that  if  Senator 
Long’s  motion  to  strike  is  adopted,  the  lead¬ 
ership  would  gather  unity  to  table  any  other 
amendment.  Therefore — so  far  as  the  effect 
on  getting  oy  with  Senate  business  is  con¬ 
cerned,  a  vote  in  support  of  Senator  Long's 
motion  toy? trike  would  for  the  present  expe¬ 
dite  the  nfetter. 

Senajfcr  Gore,  in  offering  yesterday  to  enter 
into  qAmanimous  consent  agreement  to  vote 
toda^  at  3:30  on  the  motion  to  strike,  which 
w¥  not  agreed  to,  said  he  believed  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Senate  would  vote  against  the 
/notion.  Senator  Long  has  Indicated  that  if 


every  Senator  were  present,  the  vote  would 
be  50-50  with  the  Vice-President  deciding 
the  issue. 

Speaking  for  myself,  I  am  becoming 
increasingly  apprehensive  about  the 
nature  and  degree  of  the  tieup  of  the 
Senate  during  recent  weeks  on  this  issue. 
It  is  now  more  than  ever  not  a  partisan 
matter  with  me. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  in  our  State 
a  great  independent  newspaper,  the 
Kansas  City  Star.  If  the  Senate  will 
bear  with  me  for  a  few  minutes,  I  shall 
read  from  a  recent  editorial  in  that 
paper. 

[From  the  Kansas  City  Star,  Apr.  20,  1967] 
The  Senate  Fiddles  While  the  Economy 
Burns 

The  Senate  has  tried  to  hang  everything 
but  a  bill  designating  a  national  flower  onto 
the  important  measure  to  reinstate  business 
tax  incentives.  And  the  national  flower  may 
come  yet.  Certainly  this  extended  period 
of  parliamentary  nonsense  has  threatened 
one  of  the  session’s  high-priority  pieces  of 
legislation.  A  lot  of  people  are  burning 
rhile  the  senators  fiddle. 

\The  merits  of  the  bill  to  restore  the  7  per 
cent  tax  credit  and  accelerated  tax  depre-y 
elation  need  not  be  discussed  here.  Moi 
than  >a  month  ago  the  administration  retd 
the  statistics,  saw  the  need  and  moved  quick¬ 
ly  in  a  l^-re  display  of  flexible  fiscal  policy. 
The  House,  took  prompt  action  and/within 
days  had  dispatched  the  measure/its  pro¬ 
visions  retroactive  to  March  10,  tp  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Then  the  egk  hit  the  tan./  The  Senate 
took  its  Easter  vacation,  ancy  no  one  would 
object  to  that.  It\returned'/ to  the  job  pre¬ 
sumably  refreshed  itad  raping  to  go.  Delib¬ 
eration  began  on  the-  tax  bill.  But  this  is 
deliberation  in  the  worth’s  greatest  debating 
society?  Not  as  we  spe  it.  Consider: 

After  much  sound  and  thunder,  an 
amendment  was  tacked  on  to  repeal  the 
questionable  caippaign  financing  act  of  the 
89th  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  agree.  '•There  are 
parts  of  that  law  I  do  not  belusye  right. 

It  is  a  l/w  that  ought  to  be  repeated.  But 
to  let  ay  extraneous  issue  thus  threaten  a 
measure  vital  to  the  entire  economy  is  hardly 
the  part  of  legislative  statesmanship. 

It/ was  only  the  beginning.  Another  rider 
wyuld  lower  the  disability  retirement  ag 
ider  Social  Security.  Perhaps  this  shouldN 
considered,  but  if  so,  it  ought  to  be  a  part 
of  the  entire  Social  Security  package  which 
will  come  up  later  in  the  session. 

Then  someone  thought  of  another  idea 
that  has  been  kicked  around  Capitol  Hill 
for  some  time:  To  permit  tax  credit  for  col¬ 
lege  tuition  payments.  This  is  a  plan  with 
merit,  and  we  would  hope  that  some  day  a 
nation  acutely  conscious  of  the  high  cost  of 
higher  education — and  of  its  necessity — 
might  have  such  a  provision  in  its  tax  code. 
But  one  thing  at  a  time,  fellow  taxpayers. 
The  college  tax  credit  simply  confuses  the 
real  issue  of  the  moment,  and  has  no  place 
in  this  bill.  Yesterday  an  amendment  to 
cut  meat  imports  was  added  to  the  stalled 
measure. 

So  it  has  gone,  and  so  it  is  likely  to  go. 
Sen.  Russell  Long  (D-La.),  author  of  the 
campaign  finance  law,  said  he  is  coming 
back  to  get  the  repealer  of  his  pet  plan  re¬ 
moved  from  the  tax  bill.  He  hints  darkly 
that  if  he  fails,  he  might  tie  up  the  tax  credit 
bill  in  such  a  bundle  of  extraneous  issues 
that  it  would  never  be  acceptable  to  the 
House  or  to  a  conference  committee.  He 
said  he  will  use  any  tactic  to  save  his  law  to 
subsidize  presidential  campaigns,  even  if 
there  is  a  risk  of  killing  the  tax  bill. 

Should  he  succeed,  the  administration  pre¬ 
sumably  would  start  all  over  again.  It  would 
have  no  choice.  But  it  would  mean  the  loss 


of  valuable  time.  A  more  reasonable  course/ 
might  be  to  accept  the  campaign  law  repea 
(which  President  Johnson  signed  with  Jn o 
great  enthusiasm  last  year)  and  puslyfor 
genuine  election  financing  reform.  Oy  the 
opponents  of  Senator  Long  might  find  it 
necessary  to  withdraw  from  the  field,'  let  him 
have  his  way,  and  live  to  fight  another  day. 

After  many  weeks,  there  iyreal  appeal 
in  that  statement,  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned.  The  editorial  continues: 

At  any  rate,  something  Was  to  give,  and  it 
has  to  give  soon.  The  economy  needs  this 
tax  credit,  and  if  it  doesn’t  get  it.  the  good 
economic  news  of  th/  last  few  days  could 
turn  sour.  In  which7 case,  the  responsibility 
would  rest  with  ttie  United  States  Senate 
which  most  people  presume  to  be  on  their 
side  in  the  baffle  against  recession  and/or 
inflation. 

But  instead  of  responsible  action,  thus  far, 
the  senators  have  staged  a  performance  that 
began  with  a  prologue  appropriate  to  the 
senatori/1  silly  season,  moved  on  to  far-out 
ridiculousness,  and  now  takes  on  the  ele¬ 
ment/  of  high  tragedy.  No  one  is  impressed. 

lr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Jfenator  from  Missouri  yield? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  in  a  moment. 

I  do  not  necessarily  agree  with  every 
sentence  in  that  editorial,  but  believe  it 
time  we  think  not  only  about  what  we 
have  to  say,  what  our  convictions  are 
with  respect  to  what  is  and  has  been 
taking  place  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
but  also  that  we  recognize  what  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  country  are  thinking  con¬ 
cerning  these  recent  goings  on. 

I  am  not  criticizing  anyone,  nor  sug¬ 
gesting  a  curtailment  of  debate.  This 
once,  however,  on  my  own  time,  I  wish 
to  make  this  short  statement  as  to  what 
I  believe  represents  the  views  of  the 
majority  of  the  people  of 'my  State,  how 
they  feel  about  what  has  been  going  on 
in  the  Senate  since  about  the  middle  of 
last  March. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  shall  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  who  first 
asked  me  to  do  so. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  listened  with 
luch  interest  to  the  statement  of  the 
iistinguished  senior  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  and  to  the  editorial  which  he  has 
reaC 

I  vftsh  to  suggest  for  the  consideration 
of  theNable  Senator  that  I  believe  that 
through'all  the  travail  he  will  find  that, 
upon  many  occasions,  I  have  urged  ex¬ 
pedition.  'Yesterday,  I  proposed  an 
agreement  vote  today.  During  the 
conferences  today,  as  Senators  who  are 
now  in  the  Chamber  are  aware,  I  said 
that,  so  far  as  l\m  concerned,  I  would 
be  willing  to  vote  on  Friday,  to  vote  on 
Monday,  to  vote  onNTuesday,  or  to  vote 
at  any  time  when  thei^  could  be  a  little 
notice,  so  that  Senators'could  make  their 
arrangements  to  return the  Capitol. 
This  is  an  issue  that  has  attracted  much 
attention.  It  is  a  very  impm-tant  issue. 

I  feel  certain  that  every  Senator  will  de¬ 
sire  to  vote. 

This  is  the  present  situation:  The 
Senate,  by  a  vote  of  nearly  3  toSl,  in¬ 
cluding  the  support  of  the  able  senior 
Senator  from  Missouri,  has  directed  vie 
committee  to  report  a  bill  stripped  of 
amendments  except  an  amendment  fof 


il  26 ,  1967 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S5933 


trap Nne  and  that  I  cannot  be  trapped, 
but  h/has  done  it  to  me  before,  and  it 
is  difficult  to  wiggle  loose. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  said  some¬ 
thing  about,  a  precedent.  The  precedent 
is  there.  The  Chair  ruled.  I  asked  a 
parliamentary,  inquiry,  and  the  Chair 
ruled  that  I  had  a  right  to  offer  the 
amendment.  The  motion  to  table,  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  could  in 
some  respects  be  regarded  as  a  ruling 
from  the  Chair,  and  Lwon  it.  The  prece¬ 
dent  is  there.  It  has  already  been  ruled. 

The  Senator  has  asked  whether  I  am 
willing  to  abide  by  that  ^rdict.  Not  if 
I  lost  on  absentees.  I  have\my  absentee 
list  now,  to  see  how  many  people  will  be 
out  of  town  on  Tuesday,  and  the  number 
is  considerable.  If  every  Republican  was 
in  place  and  the  absentee  list  is  what  is 
predicted  on  Tuesday,  I  would  lose  on 
absentees.  I  will  do  my  best  to  get  pdqple 
back  in  town. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  II 
Gore]  talked  about  voting.  He  woulc 
have  been  very  foolish  to  vote  today.  He 
has  six  absentees.  I  would  like  to  give 
him  pairs,  but  I  do  not  feel  like  pairing 
all  those  Republicans.  He  is  leading  the 
fight  against  me  on  the  Democratic  side 
of  the  aisle,  while  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  leads  it  against  me  on  the  Re¬ 
publican  side  of  the  aisle.  I  would  have 
been  glad  to  give  him  pairs  with  Demo¬ 
crats.  I  would  have  won  easily.  But  I 
do  not  believe  he  would  have  been  satis¬ 
fied  with  that.  He  would  see  that  he  had 
four  Republicans  who  did  not  have  pairs, 
and  he  would  probably  have  come  back 
and  tried  me  again,  and  it  would  have 
been  an  inconclusive  struggle. 

One  of  these  days  we  will  get  this 
whole  thing  worked  out.  So  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  time  is  of  no  particular  mo¬ 
ment.  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  that  it  is  the  most  important 
thing  we  will  vote  on.  We  will  take  all 
the  time  necessary,  and  eventually  we 
will  get  around  to  holding  a  committee 
meeting  and  seeing  what  the  Committee 
on  Finance  wishes  to  do,  and  we  will  vote 
it  out. 

If  everybody  would  do  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  did,  give  a  pair  to  some 
poor  fellow  who  is  sick  in  a  hospital  and 
who  cannot  be  here,  and  if  everybody’s 
vote  was  counted,  I  would  have  won  with/ 
a  vote  of  50  to  50,  with  the  Vice  Presider 
breaking  the  tie  in  my  favor,  and  ofLwe 
would  go  with  the  investment  tax  credit 
bill.  However,  they  caught  me  witl/their 
crowd  in  town  and  mine  out  of  t/wn.  I 
come  back  when  I  have  the  larger  army 
and  this  time  the  other  fellow  has  the 
absentees.  This  could  go  on  .forever,  but 
it  will  not.  Eventually  the  Senate  will 
accept  a  decision. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr./President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of/Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE. /The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  said  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  trapped  him  in  the  past. 

I  assume  thayoy  “trapped,”  he  meant 
that  deceitfu/  means  were  used  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware.  I  want  to  re¬ 
ject  that/implication  fully  and  com¬ 
pletely.  A  want  to  point  out  the  extreme 
versatility  of  using  the  rule  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  fo/ self-defense,  but  still  ignoring  the 
rule/to  commit  offenses  upon  the  other 
sic 


I  have  been  with  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  for  10  years  and  I  wish  to  say 
with  complete  confidence  that  in  the 
Senate  he  has  spoken  objectively,  truth¬ 
fully,  and  with  the  purpose  of  acquaint¬ 
ing  Senators  fully  with  the  facts  so  as  to 
be  able  to  render  intelligent  judgments. 

I  wonder  what  would  have  happened 
if  I  had  invoked  the  rule  to  have  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  take  his  seat 
when  he  stated  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  was  setting  traps.  Traps  are 
supposed  to  snare  the  innocent.  That 
statement  was  a  direct  challenge  to  the 
integrity  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

I  did  not  ask  that  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  take  his  seat,  but  if  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  under  the  rule,  was 
required  to  take  his  seat,  then  I  submit 
to  the  Presiding  Officer  that  that  same 
rule  would  have  required  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  to  take  his  seat. 

Last  week  the  majority  leader,  in  or¬ 
der  to  bring  the  treadmill  to  an  end,  in 
order  to  stop  the  merry-go-round,  made 
motion.  He  realized  that  we  were  in- 
Iging  in  the  use  of  time  without  pro¬ 
ducing  anything  constructive  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  country.  He  made  the  mo-/ 
tion  ''that  the  bill  be  sent  back  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance  with  the  order 
that  they  return  a  bill  with  two  provi¬ 
sions,  one^solely  dealing  with  the  papital 
investmentNtax  credit,  and  two,  a  repeal 
of  the  $60  rnillion  subsidy  to/political 
parties.  Thac-bill  went  back  tfs the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance. 

To  my  great\imazemerft,  within  1 
minute  the  Senato\  f ronyLouisiana  took 
the  floor  and  said  :\ln  Conformity  with 
the  direction  of  the  Senate,  we  have  pre¬ 
pared  a  bill  reinstating  the  investment 
tax  credit  and  repe/fling\he  Presidential 
subsidy  bill. 

I  was  amazed/because  I  dould  not  un¬ 
derstand  how  me  committeeNcould  have 
acted  upon  it/  It  was  obviously  tlie  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  /hairman  alone.  Bat  to  my 
greater  ar/azement,  after  it  was\stated 
that  the/bill  was  reported  back  in\con- 
formit/with  the  direction  of  the  Seriate, 
an  amendment  was  immediately  offered 
to  vitiate  and  repudiate  the  previous 
acjnon  of  the  Senate. 

'I,  in  my  simple  way  of  thinking,  can- 
lot  understand  how  this  dignified  body 
can  indulge  in  that  type  of  conduct. 
One  minute  we  direct  the  committee  to 
report  back  in  accordance  with  certain 
conclusions  reached  by  the  Senate.  The 
whip  and  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Finance  reports  back  and  with  the  great¬ 
est  alacrity  imaginable,  immediately  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  repudiate  the  direction  given 
by  a  vote  of  some  60  to  20.  I  do  not 
know  the  exact  number.  What  are  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States  thinking  of 
the  Senate?  What  are  they  justified  in 
thinking?  One  day  we  vote  “aye,”  on  a 
specific  issue.  The  next  day  we  vote 
“nay,”  and  the  third  day  we  vpte  “aye.” 

We  have  spent  4  weeks  on  a  tread¬ 
mill.  We  have  spent  4  weeks  on  a 
merry-go-round  making  the  circle,  and 
coming  back  to  the  same  place  at  the 
end  of  the  merry-go-round.  Now,  we 
rebegin  the  same  merry-go-round,  the 
same  treadmill  that  was  started  4  weeks 
ago. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams!  wants  to  end  it  next  Tues¬ 
day.  Am  I  correct  in  that? 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  says  that  it  will  not  be  ©nded 
next  Tuesday,  but  that  the  treadmill  and 
the  merry-go-round  will  continue  until 
January  1968,  unless  the  will  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  done. 

God  help  the  United  States  under 
that  condition. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Ohio.  He  has  pointed 
out  the  parliamentary  situation  in  which 
we  find  ourselves.  Tam  not  questioning 
for  a  moment,  as  I  have  stated,  that 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  will  be  ruled  to  be  in  order. 
I  say  that  based  upon  my  consultations 
with  the  Parliamentarian. 

However,  if  that  amendment  is  adopted 
it  is  my,  understanding  that  it  will  be 
the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the 
Senate  that  we  will  have  changed  a 
decision  ordered  by  the  Senate  under  a 
recommittal  motion.  That  is  the  point 
I  was  making.  I  do  not  quarrel  with 
pie  right  or  propriety  of  the  Presiding 
Officer  to  make  such  a  ruling.  But  the 
only  way  to  get  such  an  official  ruling 
is  to  make  a  point  of  order;  that  will  be 
done  and  then  this  procedure  will  offi¬ 
cially  be  open  for  use  by  any  Member. 
But  I  do  think  we  should  all  agree  to 
and  abide  by  that  decision  next  Tuesday, 
regardless  of  whether  we  win  or  lose, 
and  go  on  with  the  business  of  the 
Senate.  I  would  like  to  get  such  an 
agreement  right  now. 

Nevertheless,  I  regret  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  does  not  see  fit  to 
accept  this  fair  proposition  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore] 
and  myself. 

I  also  wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  for  defending  me 
against  what  he  thought  was  somewhat 
of  a  reflection  made  upon  me  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 
The  Senator  from  Ohio  said  he  wondered 
what  would  have  happened  had  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  been  required  to 
take  his  seat.  I  can  tell  him  what  would 
have  happened.  I  would  have  moved 
;hat  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  be  per- 
itted  to  proceed;  I  was  enjoying  his 
rernarks.  While  I  appreciate  the  con- 
cernspf  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  I  did  not 
take  tlie  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  as  a  criticism  of  me.  Rather 
and,  perhaps  this  was  poor  judgment  on 
my  part,  \  accepted  them  as  a  compli¬ 
ment  comffig  from  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana.  T  really  think  that  what  he 
had  in  mind  \hen  he  said  I  had  set  a 
trap  was  that  h\was  recalling  how  in  the 
course  of  the  deoSte  we  have  exposed  to 
the  country  what  ^monstrosity  his  pro¬ 
posed  $60  million  campaign  slush  fund 
really  is  and  that  wte  had  gotten  him 
somewhat  into  a  position  where  the 
American  people  can  seehhow  disastrous 
the  campaign  fund  law  is.' 

Yes,  indeed.  I  accepted Njis  remarks 
as  a  compliment.  I  hope  heNvill  repeat 
them  many  times.  To  the  eincnt  that 
we  have — if  we  may  use  the  words  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana — “trapped” 
him  into  admitting  on  the  floor  oi  the 
Senate  that  the  present  law  is  not  work¬ 
able  we  have  succeeded.  In  fact,  he 
been  so  enlightened  by  our  analysis 
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this  $60  million  slush  fund  that  he  has 
recently  offered  an  entirely  new  sub¬ 
stitute  bill,  changing  completely  the  pro¬ 
posed  method  of  financing. 

l\do  not  consider  that  we  trapped 
him^-he  used  that  word — but  at  least  we 
have\  exposed  the  act  to  the  American 
public  for  what  it  is.  As  an  optimist  and 
I  shall  always  be  an  optimist,  I  feel  that 
if  we  Will  only  analyze  what  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  had  in  mind,  we  will  see 
that  he  was  really  complimenting  me  and 
expressing  his  respect  for  the  manner  in 
which  I  have  analyzed  this  proposed  cam¬ 
paign  slush  fund.  I  even  suspect  that 
he  will  Aspect  us  more  next  Tuesday 
when  we  tyin  that  vote. 

Mr.  GOJFtE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  frdm  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  asked 
the  Senator  \to  yield  in  order  to  say  in 
my  own  wordls  that  I  concur  in  the  desir¬ 
ability  of  bringing  this  issue  to  a  con¬ 
clusion.  Along  with  the  able  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware,  I  am  prepared,  as 
the  Senator  fVom  Delaware  has  pre¬ 
viously  stated,  t©  accept  the  results  of  the 
vote  next  Tuesday.  I  was  prepared  to 
accept  the  first  vpte.  I  was  prepared  to 
accept  the  vote  dn  the  motion  made  by 
the  majority  leadpr  yesterday,  however 
it  came  out. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
to  the  fact  that  on  more  than  one  day  in 
every  week  of  consideration  of  this  meas¬ 
ure,  I  have  pleaded  \for  expedition,  and 
for  a  vote.  Does  not  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  recall  that?' 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  o’^  Delaware,  lire 
Senator  is  correct.  We  have  offered  nu¬ 
merous  unanimous-consent  agreements 
trying  to  bring  this  issue  to  a  vote.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  with  my  sup¬ 
port,  offered  to  get  an  agreement  to  vote 
today.  We  are  never  certain  that  there 
will  be  100  Senators  in  the  Chamber  at 
any  time. 

All  that  we  can  do  is  to  notify  Senators 
that  there  will  be  a  vote,  and  if  they  want 
to  cast  their  vote,  then  let\them  come 
into  the  Chamber  and  do  \so.  Let  us 
settle  this  issue  and  get  on  wi\h  the  busi 
ness  of  the  country. 

Mr.  GORE.  Earlier  in  this 'legislative 
battle,  an  effort  was  made  tq  frighten 
businessmen.  It  was  suggested\that  the 
effort  to  repeal  the  Presidential 'Election 
Campaign  Fund  Act  would,  in  some  way, 
imperil  enactment  of  the  investment 
credit  provisions. 

I  think  the  Record  today  will  Make  it 
explicitly  clear,  if  it  has  not  already  done 
so,  that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  and 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  desira  ex¬ 
peditious  treatment  of  this  issue,  land 
that  the  way  to  speed  enactment  of 'the 
pending  bill  is  to  defeat  the  amendment 
next  Tuesday,  pass  the  bill,  go  to  con¬ 
ference,  and  before  the  week  is  out  the 
bill  can  become  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  agre 
That  is  the  best  and  most  sensible  wa: 
to  take  care  of  this  problem.  This  ques¬ 
tion  should  have  been  settled  at  least  2 
or  3  weeks  ago. 
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REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  THE 
APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVEL¬ 
OPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 


of  the  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  joined  in  creating,  in 
1965,  the  establishment  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Commission,  pursuant  to 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act.  This  legislation,  the  result  of  5 
years  of  investigation,  study,  and  public 
hearings,  broke  new  ground  in  structur¬ 
ing  the  relationships  between  and  among 
the  Federal  Government,  State  govern¬ 
ments,  and  individual  citizens  and  pri¬ 
vate  business. 

It  has  truly  been  a  partnership  for 
progress,  and  it  provides  a  model  for 
programs  in  other  regions. 

President  Johnson  has  termed  “crea¬ 
tive  federalism,”  as  an  approach  char¬ 
acterized  by  a  new  and  realistic  and 
cooperative  relationship  among  all  levels 
of  government.  It  has  brought  into  be¬ 
ing  the  establishment  of  a  firm  and  full 
partnership  between  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  States  of  the  Appalachian 
region. 

In  1964,  the  President’s  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  on  Appalachia  transmitted  a  re¬ 
port  to  the  President  of  the  Senate,  de¬ 
scribing  in  detail  the  situation  which  ob¬ 
tained  in  an  area  extending  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  to  Alabama.  It  accurately  and 
in  stark  terms  set  forth  the  differences 
which  for  too  long  had  set  this  region 
partially  apart  from  the  rest  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  It  spoke  of  regional  problems  in 
terms  of  income,  education,  employment, 
and  housing  levels.  It  drew  a  graphic 
picture  of  a  region  which  was  far  be¬ 
hind  at  a  time  when  the  United  States 
as  a  nation  had  entered  on  and  was 
enjoying  the  fullness  of  economic  pros¬ 
perity. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  began  hearings  on  proposals  to 
ameliorate  and  correct  this  situation. 
The  need  for  Federal  assistance  in  an 
action  program  was  demonstrated  and 
documented.  The  Congress  subsequently 
enacted  Public  Law  89-4,  establishing  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Commission,  and  authorizing  a  multi¬ 
faceted  economic  development  program. 

In  essence,  we  have  reharnessed  many 
of  the  existing  Federal  programs.  We 
learned,  not  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  lacked  programs  which  could  sub¬ 
stantially  contribute  to  an  economic  re¬ 
vival  of  Appalachia,  but  rather  that  the 
States  of  the  region,  for  many  reasons, 
were  unable  to  take  advantage  of  these 
programs. 

The  first  thrust  of  the  effort  was  the 
authorization  of  a  development  highway 
system.  Throughout  the  history  of  this 
region  and  our  Nation,  the  Appalachian 
mountain  chain  has  been  charactei'ized 
as  a  barrier  to  commercial  and  social 
intercourse.  The  schoolchild  learns 
that  one  of  the  first  great  problems  en¬ 
countered  by  our  Founding  Fathers,  once 
the  original  settlement  along  the  Atlan¬ 
tic  coast  was  accomplished,  was  to  find 
a  passage  through  these  mountains. 
The  Cumberland  Gap  has  its  own  hal¬ 
lowed  place  in  the  history  of  Appalachia. 

Another  major  problem  was  to  ex¬ 
pand  and  strengthen  health  facilities 
and  services.  These,  together  with 
stepped-up  vocational  education  ac¬ 


tivities,  land  stabilization,  conservation 
and  erosion  control,  coal  mining  area 
restoration,  and  sewage  treatment  were 
necessary  if  Appalachia  was  to  be  able 
to  attract  and  hold  the  kinds  of  people 
and  the  kinds  of  business  which  make 
not  only  that  area  but  any  area  eco¬ 
nomically  viable. 

Provisions  for  timber  and  water  re¬ 
sources  studies  were  also  included.  .  The 
capstone  of  the  program  was  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  supplements  to  existing  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs.  No  one  piece 
of  the  program  was  to  be  so  large  as  to 
overburden  or  overshadow  the  rest.  All 
were  intended  to  give  that  extra  assist¬ 
ance  which  is  required  to  bring  Ap¬ 
palachia  back  into  the  mainstream  of 
American  economic  development. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  wish  to  express  person¬ 
ally,  and  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  Ten- 
neessee  officially,  gratitude  and  admira¬ 
tion  for  the  leadership,  the  devotion,  and 
the  effective  work  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  in  this  program, 
from  which  aspirations  will  rise  and  ben¬ 
efits  badly  needed  will  flow. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  the 
statement  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee  is  characteristic  of  him. 
He  is  gracious,  and  in  this  instance,  too 
generous.  However,  I  am  grateful  for 
the  words  spoken  by  my  friend.  It  is 
true  when  he  says  that  I  have  been  de¬ 
voted  to  this  region.  But  I  am  not  alone, 
the  devotion  of  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  to  the  region  has  been  a  matter  of 
public  knowledge  over  a  long  period  of 
years.  When  he  pioneered  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Interstate  Highway  System, 
he  was  thinking  not  only  of  a  great  su¬ 
perhighway  network  extending  from 
coast  to  coast,  but  he  was  fully  aware 
what  all  these  roads  together  with  the 
primary,  secondary,  and  farm-to-market 
roads  would  do  for  the  area  of  which  I 
speak  today. 

Developmental  roads — all  what  we  are 
building  under  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram — roads  which  will  enable  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Tennessee,  and  the  people  of  West 
Virginia,  to  come  into  fruitful  contact 
with  each  other  as  well  as  with  people 
from  the  other  States  of  the  Union. 

The  intergovernmental  structure  thus 
created  in  the  legislation  of  1965  and 
the  program  contained  therein  were  de¬ 
signed  to  “assist  the  region  in  meeting  its 
special  problems,  to  promote  its  econom¬ 
ic  development,  and  to  establish  a  frame¬ 
work  for  joint  Federal  and  State  efforts 
toward  providing  the  basic  facilities  es¬ 
sential  to  its  growth  and  attacking  its 
common  problems  and  meeting  its  com¬ 
mon  needs  on  a  coordinated  and  con¬ 
certed  regional  basis.” 

It  was  an  ambitious  goal  and  an  im¬ 
mense  undertaking,  but  it  was  one  to 
which  the  Senate  gave  highly  substantial 
support.  What  our  committee  proposed 
was  enacted  by  the  Congress  and  was 
signed  into  law  by  President  Johnson  on 
March  9,  1965. 

On  January  24,  1967,  the  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Economic  Development  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
over  which  I  preside,  in  addition  to  being 
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chairman  of  the  full  committee,  began 
hearings  on  S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend 
the  Appalachian  regional  development 
program.  The  purpose  of  those  hearings 
was  twofold : 

First,  the  refunding  of  the  program. 
When  the  original  legislation  was  passed 
early  in  1965,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Appalachian  highway  program.  Congress 
made  authorizations  through  fiscal  year 
1967  only.  If  we  are  to  fulfill  the  promise 
of  the  excellent  beginnings,  we  must  au¬ 
thorize  the  funds  for  the  continuance  of 
the  program. 

The  second  purpose  of  the  committee 
hearings  was  to  conduct  a  searching  re¬ 
view  of  the  goals  and  achievements  of 
the  Appalachian  program  to  date. 

This  effort  is  the  embodiment  of  a  new 
approach  in  intergovernmental  relations, 
perhaps  best  expressed  in  the  concept 
of  “creative  federalism.’’  It  is  intended, 
as  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  would  say, 
not  as  a  handout  but  as  a  helping  hand. 
That  is  really  what  the  people  of  this 
mountain  area  want,  desire,  and  can  ap¬ 
preciate.  It  is  an  equal  partnership  be¬ 
tween  the  States  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

During  the  course  of  7  days  of  hearings 
the  Special  Subcommittee  on  Economic 
Development  heard  from  more  than  40 
witnesses  representing  every  sector  of 
involvement  in  the  Appalachian  program. 
Testimony  was  received  from  the  State 
cochairman  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission,  the  Honorable  Hulett  Smith, 
Governor  of  West  Virginia,  and  from  the 
Honorable  John  Sweeney,  the  then  Fed¬ 
eral  Cochairman,  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  as  well  as  from  representatives  of  the 
Federal  agencies,  which  have  the  direct 
responsibilities  for  carrying  out  the  proj¬ 
ects  recommended  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission.  In  addition,  the 
committee  heard  from  a  number  of 
knowledgeable  private  citizens  and  in¬ 
terested  groups. 

Testimony  or  written  statements  were 
received  from  the  Governors  of  10  of 
the  12  States  included  in  the  region.  The 
Governors  were  unanimous  in  their  sup¬ 
port  of  the  program.  I  think  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  note  that  they  were  high  in 
their  praise  of  the  structure  as  well  as 
the  program  implementation. 

We  have  not  made  all  the  progress  we 
desired  to  make — we  have  had  real  suc¬ 
cess.  Though  not  all  aspects  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  have  moved  forward  as  rapidly  as 
we  might  have  liked,  some  phases  have 
been  more  successful  than  Senators  be¬ 
lieved  possible.  The  program  is  a  suc¬ 
cess  because  those  who  are  most  directly 
concerned  with  it,  the  Governors  of  the 
States  and  the  Federal  Cochairman  have 
given  it  a  maximum  effort.  Though  the 
program  has  registered  significant 
achievements,  it  has  really  only  just 
begun. 

The  achievements  resulting  from  the. 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
were  partially  summarized  by  President 
Johnson  in  his  letter  to  Congress  on 
January  20,  1967,  in  which  he  recom¬ 
mended  the  extension  of  the  program. 
The  President  said : 

Because  of  the  work  done  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  and  cooperating  Federal,  State,  and  local 
agencies. 

Fifty-one  hospitals  have  been  completed  or 
are  under  construction. 


Fifty-two  vocational  education  schools  are 
being  built. 

Work  is  underway  on  790  miles  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  highway  system. 

New  libraries,  airports,  college  classrooms, 
and  water  resource  projects  are  being  pur¬ 
sued  to  completion. 

Thousands  of  workers  have  been  trained, 
hired,  and  added  to  the  payrolls. 

The  institutional  conception  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  a  joint  State-Federal  endeavor 
has  been  a  valid  one.  The  success 
achieved  to  date  is  a  direct  result  of  the 
high  degree  of  cooperation  between  the 
Governors  of  the  Appalachian  States  and 
the  Federal  Cochairman. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings  no 
adverse  criticism  was  given  at  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission,  the  States, 
or  the  Federal  agencies  involved  in  the 
programs. 

A  number  of  private  witnesses  repre¬ 
senting  the  business,  educational,  labor, 
and  religious  leadership  of  Appalachia 
did  ask  that  the  committee  consider  ad¬ 
ditional  programs  which  would  concern 
themselves  with  the  development  of 
human  resources.  The  committee  mem¬ 
bers  share  this  concern  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  human  resources.  And  I  point 
out  that,  except  for  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  the  two  largest  categories  of  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  in  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  are  for  health  and  vocational  edu¬ 
cation.  S.  602,  as  amended  gives  further 
evidence  of  congressional  concern  by 
providing  additional  programs  oriented 
directly  to  the  people  of  the  region. 

The  bill,  as  reported,  contains  no 
sweeping  changes  in  the  original  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  basic  structure  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  underlying  philosophy 
of  State-Federal  cooperation  remain  in¬ 
tact  and  unchanged. 

Additional  Federal  programs  will  be 
included  under  the  umbrella  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Region  Commission.  Among 
these  are  technical  assistance  grants 
and  loans  to  encourage  low-  and  mod¬ 
erate-income  housing  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  221  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1954,  the  extension  of  the  availability 
of  planning  money  under  section  701  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1954  to  the  so-called 
local  development  districts,  timber  prod¬ 
ucts  research,  the  development  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  for  mine  acid  pollution  control, 
and  cultural  program  assistance. 

S.  602  does  not  substantially  expand 
the  activities  of  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram.  The  bill,  as  reported,  authorizes 
the  appropriation  of  $273,650,000,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  the  Appalachian  Development 
Highway  System,  for  the  2-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969.  The  1965 
act  authorized  an  appropriation  of 
$252,400,000  for  the  period  ending  June 
30,  1967. 

The  major  portion  of  this  increase  re¬ 
sults  from  the  inclusion  of  four  new  pro¬ 
grams — hardwood  timber  product  re¬ 
search,  technical  assistance  for  housing, 
the  development  of  a  mine  acid  pollu¬ 
tion  control  program,  and  cultural  pro¬ 
gram  assistance. 

The  Appalachian  highway  program 
authorization  which  extends  through 
June  30,  1971,  would  be  increased  by 
$175  million. 

The  primary  change  recommended  by 
S.  602  provides  for  the  appropriation  of 
funds  to  the  President.  It  is  expected 


that  the  President  will  carry  out  the  au¬ 
thorized  programs  by  transferring  the 
funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman — for 
disposition  in  accordance  with  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

As  introduced,  the  measure  would  have 
provided  for  appropriation  of  all  funds 
authorized  to  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  for  subsequent  transfer  to 
operating  agencies  of  the  Government  to 
carry  out  authorized  programs.  This 
approach  to  funding  the  Appalachian 
program  was  considered  as  a  means  for 
achieving  a  consolidated  review  of  the 
program  in  the  appropriation  process. 

The  committee  has  thoroughly  con¬ 
sidered  the  issues  involved  in  the  author¬ 
ization  of  direct  appropriations  to  the 
Commission.  It  is  in  sympathy  with  the 
view  that  appropriations  for  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program  should  be  sought  on  a 
consolidated  basis.  Similarly,  we  are 
aware  of  the  concern  of  the  President 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  about 
fragmentation  of  fiscal  control. 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  most  efficient 
operation  of  the  program,  and  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  views  of  all  parties  on  this 
issue,  the  bill  reported  by  the  committee 
authorizes  the  appropriation  of  all  funds 
authorized  by  the  act,  except  for  the 
Commission’s  administrative  expenses, 
to  the  President. 

From  discussions  with  the  executive 
branch,  it  is  the  committee’s  under¬ 
standing  that  funds  appropriated  to  the 
President  to  carry  out  the  act  will  be 
transferred  by  him  to  the  Federal  Co- 
chairman  of  the  Commission  for  further 
allocation  among  the  Federal  agencies 
and  departments  authorized  to  carry  out 
the  programs  authorized  by  the  act  and 
for  grants  to  the  Commission  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expens'es  of  local  development 
districts  and  for  research.  This  proce¬ 
dure  will  achieve  a  single  review  of  the 
program  in  the  appropriations  process 
without  appropriating  program  funds 
directly  to  a  Federal-State  commission. 

Another  amendment  to  the  1965  act 
would  give  the  Commission  itself  the  au¬ 
thority  to  approve  programs  and  proj¬ 
ects.  This  change  likewise  appears  nec¬ 
essary  if  the  program  is  to  fulfill  the 
promise  it  now  holds  for  the  revitaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  Appalachian  region. 

This  program  was  undertaken  in  1965, 
in  part,  as  an  experiment  in  creative  fed¬ 
eralism.  It  was  looked  at  as  a  test  of  the 
ability  of  State  governments  to  more 
adequately  meet  their  needs.  If  they 
are  to  do  this,  it  seems  to  me  that  they 
must  be  given  the  opportunity  to  make 
the  decisions.  The  Federal  interests  in 
these  programs  will  be  properly  and 
fully  protected  by  the  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man. 

S.  602  recommends  the  addition  of  18 
counties  in  Mississippi.  Much  of  north¬ 
eastern  Mississippi  shares  common  eco¬ 
nomic,  social,  and  physical  characteris¬ 
tics  with  counties  in  the  Appalachian 
region.  This  area  of  Mississippi  exhibits 
many  of  the  same  conditions  of  depriva¬ 
tion,  such  as  unemployment,  educational 
lag,  health  needs,  public  facilities  short¬ 
ages,  and  lack  of  adequate  access  which 
the  program  is  seeking  to  alleviate  in  the 
Appalachian  region. 

In  addition,  two  counties  in  Alabama 
would  be  included,  as  well  as  one  county 
in  New  York. 
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To  guard  against  continual  expansion 
of  the  region  encompassed  by  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program,  the  committee  has 
recommended  language  which  provides 
that  no  recommendation  for  any  fur¬ 
ther  additions  to  the  Appalachian  region 
will  be  proposed  or  considered  by  the 
Commission  unless  the  Congress  has  re¬ 
quested  a  study  of  such  additions. 

As  a  result  of  suggested  amendments 
introduced  by  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Harris],  the  committee  con¬ 
sidered  and  reported  as  title  II  of  S.  602, 
three  amendments  to  title  V  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965.  The  first  is  a  clarifying 
amendment  to  insure  the  development  of 
a  comprehensive  long-range  economic 
development  plan  to  govern  the  expend¬ 
iture  of  funds  in  the  title  V  regions.  The 
second  relates  to  the  allocation  of  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  technical  assistance 
and  research  funds  to  the  allocation  of 
administrative  and  technical  assistance 
and  research  funds  to  the  regional  com¬ 
missions  established  pursuant  to  title  V 
of  that  act.  The  third  is  a  provision  au¬ 
thorizing  the  appropriation  of  funds  for 
“Supplements  to  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs.” 

It  is  the  committee’s  strong  belief  that 
the  success  of  the  Appalachian  program 
gives  strong  evidence  that  the  other 
commissions — Ozarks,  Upper  Great 
Lakes,  New  England,  Coastal  Plains,  and 
Four  Corners — will  benefit  greatly  from 
the  availability  of  such  funds. 

The  committee  recommends  enact¬ 
ment  of  S.  602,  as  amended.  It  believes 
that  the  legislation  is  a  vital  necessity 
to  maintain  the  effort  being  made  to 
solve  the  difficult  problems  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  area.  The  broad-scale  attack 
begun  with  the  enactment  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  Public  Law  89-4  must  be  continued 
if  we  are  to  bring  that  region  into  a  con¬ 
dition  of  economic  parity  with  the  rest 
of  the  Nation. 

The  amendments  to  title  V  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  are  equally  necessary 
if  the  regional  commissions  established 
under  that  act,  Public  Law  89-136,  are  to 
bring  renewed  economic  vitality  to  other 
regions  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  presented  under  the  reported  bill  is 
a  sound  and  well-balanced  one,  which 
takes  full  advantage  of  the  experience 
gained  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  during  the  past  2  years,  and 
I  believe  the  Senate  will  give  prompt  ap¬ 
proval  to  this  proven  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  recognize  the  diligence 
and  dedication  of  all  my  colleagues  who 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 
Without  the  cooperation  and  support  of 
Senator  John  Sherman  Cooper,  the 
ranking  minority  member,  as  well  as, 
Senators  Stephen  Young,  Edmund 
Muskie,  Ernest  Gruening,  B.  Everett 
Jordan,  Daniel  Inouye,  Birch  Bayh, 
Joseph  Montoya,  Joseph  Tydings,  Wil¬ 
liam  Spong,  Jr.,  Hiram  Fong,  Caleb 
Boggs,  George  Murphy,  Len  Jordan, 
and  Howard  Baker,  this  legislation  would 
not  be  the  realistic  response  to  the  needs 
of  Appalachia  which  it,  in  fact,  is — and  I 
thank  them  all  for  their  valued  contri¬ 
butions  to  our  deliberations  and  action. 


We  have  considered  these  matters, 
not  in  any  partisan  way.  We  gave  our 
attention  to  this  measure  because  we 
believed  that  we  had  a  responsibility  to 
strengthen  this  region  and  the  other 
regions  provided  for  in  the  legislation. 
These  areas  of  our  country  must  be  put 
in  a  position  not  only  to  participate  in 
but  to  contribute  to  the  well-being  of 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  the 
years  ahead. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  that  several 
Senators,  particularly  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  desire 
to  be  heard  and  perhaps  to  draw  parti¬ 
cular  attention  to  some  matters  which 
need  to  be  clarified. 

It  is  my  hope  that  by  the  middle  of 
tomorrow  afternoon — the  bill  can  be 
brought  to  final  passage.  We  shall 
probably  request  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill,  so  that  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  may  again  have  the 
opportunity,  as  they  did  in  1965,  to  ex¬ 
press,  in  an  affirmative,  positive  way, 
their  approval  of  Senate  bill  602. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  as  a  co¬ 
sponsor  of  the  1965  act  and  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  measure,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  bill. 
S.  602,  extends,  in  substantially  its  pres¬ 
ent  form,  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965.  That  act  has 
been  most  beneficial  to  my  Common¬ 
wealth. 

The  Appalachian  program  has  been  an 
excellent  example  of  how  our  Federal 
system  of  government  should  properly 
function.  It  is  a  genuinely  equal  part¬ 
nership  of  the  Appalachian  States  and 
the  Federal  Government.  The  Appa¬ 
lachian  Governors  have  a  strong  voice 
and  play  an  active  role  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  the  investment  plans 
designed  to  revitalize  the  economy  of  this 
distressed  region. 

As  a  member  of  the  Pennsylvania 
State  Planning  Board,  which  advises  our 
Governor  on  the  Appalachian  program, 
I  have  been  privileged  to  participate  in 
this  exciting  planning  and  development 
process. 

There  is  one  feature  of  the  pending  bill 
which  I  wish  to  note  favorably.  I  am 
glad  that  it  provides  that  henceforth 
funds  for  all  Appalachian  programs  will 
be  appropriated  to  the  President  for  dis¬ 
bursement  by  the  Federal  cochairmen  of 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 
The  present  practice  of  appropriating 
Appalachian  funds  to  several  Cabinet 
departments  and  agencies  makes  it  diffi¬ 
cult  for  the  Appropriations  Committees 
of  Congress,  as  part  of  their  oversight 
responsibilities,  to  carry  out  a  single 
comprehensive  review  of  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  regional  development  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  approval  of  this 
worthy  legislation. 

I  make  this  statement  at  this  time  be¬ 
cause  I  am  presently  engaged  in  doing 
what  I  can  to  help  advocate  the  adoption 
of  certain  amendments  to  the  constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  Being  engaged  in  that  work,  I  am 
not  certain  I  shall  be  on  the  floor  at  the 
time  when  the  bill  comes  to  a  vote.  If  it 
does,  I  have  the  assurance  of  a  live  pair 
with  another  Senator,  should  I  not  be 
able  to  be  present  at  the  time. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  for  yielding  to  me. 


Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  for  the  comment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania.  He  has  partic¬ 
ipated  in  developing  the  answer  to  this 
legislative  problem,  even  though  not  a 
member  of  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee.  He  has  often  appeared  before  our 
committee  and  argued  effectively  for  the 
type  of  legislation  that  the  Senate  is  now 
considering. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  glad  to  join  my  friend,  the  senior 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph]  in  presenting  to  the  Senate  S.  602, 
a  bill  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
as  recommended  to  the  Senate  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  of  which 
Senator  Randolph  is  chairman  and  on 
which  I  serve  as  the  ranking  minority 
member. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  has  been  in  effect  for  a  little 
over  2  years.  During  these  2  years,  the 
Appalachian  program  has  proved  itself. 

The  wide  acceptance  and  broad  sup¬ 
port  this  new  program  has  received  is 
evidence,  I  believe,  that  it  was  well  con¬ 
ceived  and  has  been  well  executed.  Our 
committee  received  no  testimony  in  op¬ 
position  to  this  2-year  extension  of  the 
non-highway  portions  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
and  I  am  glad  that  it  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  Senate  unanimously,  with 
the  support  of  both  majority  and  minor¬ 
ity  members. 

The  Appalachian  program  is  already 
bringing  new  opportunities  and  hope  to 
the  people  of  the  region.  And  I  must  say 
it  appears  to  be  a  happy  exception  among 
the  new  programs  of  recent  years — for 
it  has  not  created  conflicts  in  adminis¬ 
tration,  jurisdiction,  or  priorities.  On 
the  contrary,  it  has  achieved  cooperation, 
developed  priorities,  and  fixed  responsi¬ 
bility. 

This  has  been  accomplished  through 
principles  which  have  been  talked  about 
often,  but  in  this  case  applied:  local  in¬ 
itiative;  State  responsibility;  and  the 
application  of  new  priorities — in  this 
case,  regional  planning — through  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  programs  already  estab¬ 
lished. 

The  great  thing  about  the  Appalachian 
regional  development  program  has  been 
its  demonstration  of  what  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  relying  on  State  responsibility 
in  carrying  out  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
grams.  We  are  all  concerned  about 
overlapping  programs,  duplication, 
waste,  and  confusion  of  priorities.  But 
the  Appalachian  concept  has  shown  that, 
when  the  States  are  given  responsibility 
and  the  authority  for  ordering  priori¬ 
ties,  existing  Federal  assistance  programs 
can  be  better  directed  to  the  diverse 
needs  of  the  States  and  utilized  more 
effectively. 

n 

President  Kennedy,  President  Johnson, 
the  Congress,  and  the  Nation  have  recog¬ 
nized  the  deep-rooted  and  persistent 
problems  of  the  Appalachian  region, 
which  justified  designing  a  program  to  at 
last  come  to  grips  with  its  needs.  I  con¬ 
sider  that  the  Congress,  with  the  support 
of  the  people  of  the  country,  has  been 
sympathetic  and  generous  in  providing 
this  program  for  the  Appalachian  region. 
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I  remember  that,  in  1959,  I  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  foreign  aid  bill,  to  as¬ 
sist  the  underdeveloped  regions  of  this 
country  and,  later  that  year,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph! 
and  I  proposed  a  program  somewhat  like 
the  present  one.  Three  years  ago,  I 
joined  with  Senator  Randolph  and  34 
other  Members  in  introducing  S.  2782, 
following  President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson’s 
message  of  April  28,  1964,  proposing  the 
establishment  of  an  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  and  development  pro¬ 
gram.  That  request  was,  of  course,  a 
consequence  of  the  report  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion,  formed  at  the  request  of  President 
Kennedy  on  April  9,  1963,  with  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  Jr.,  as 
chairman —  which  followed  the  initiative 
and  work  for  years  of  the  Governors  of 
the  central  Appalachian  States,  which 
in  Kentucky  at  least,  began  in  the  work 
of  the  East  Kentucky  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Commission. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  held  hearings  that  June  and,  on 
August  13,  reported  to  the  Senate  the 
first  Appalachian  bill,  which  passed  the 
Senate  on  September  25,  1964,  by  a  vote 
of  45  to  13.  The  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  however,  did  not  take  up  the  bill 
during  the  88th  Congress. 

In  the  next  Congress,  Senator  Ran¬ 
dolph  and  I  reintroduced  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Act  as  S.  3  on  January  6,  1965, 
with  35  cosponsors.  Hearings  were  held 
and  the  bill  reported  at  the  end  of  Jan¬ 
uary.  I  again  comanaged  the  bill  in  the 
Senate,  which  passed  S.  3  by  February 
1.  It  was  then  passed  by  the  House, 
without  amendment,  by  a  vote  of  257 
to  165,  and  became  Public  Law  89-4, 
with  the  President’s  signature  on 
March  9.  * 

That  law  authorized  a  6-year  program 
of  highway  development  for  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Region — section  201.  It  also  au¬ 
thorized  demonstration  health  projects — 
section  202;  land  stabilization  and  con¬ 
servation — section  203;  a  water  re¬ 
sources  survey — section  206;  vocational 
education  facilities — section  211;  sup¬ 
plemental  grants-in-aid — section  214; 
and  grants  for  administrative  expenses 
of  local  development  districts  and  for 
research. 

It  was  recognized  that  this  program, 
while  utilizing  for  the  most  part  exist¬ 
ing  Federal  programs  and  authorities, 
involved  a  new  approach  to  regional  ac¬ 
tion — and  a  new  working  relationship 
among  the  States  and  between  the  States 
and,  the  Federal  Government  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  grant-in-aid  programs,  and  in 
directing  assistance  more  effectively  to 
the  priorities  of  the  States.  For  this  rea¬ 
son,  it  was  acknowledged  that  results 
should  be  reviewed  by  the  Congress  after 
2  years,  and  the  nonhighway  programs 
were  authorized  through  June  30,  1967, 
wdth  the  understanding  that  they  could 
be  renewed  at  that  time. 

That  time  having  arrived,  I  was  very 
glad  this  year  to  again  join  with  Sena¬ 
tor  Randolph  and  32  other  Members  of 
both  parties  in  introducing  the  bill,  S. 
602,  to  extend  for  2  years  the  nonhigh¬ 
way  programs  of  the  Appalachian  Act  of 
1965.  Our  Subcommittee  on  Economic 
Development  held  7  days  of  hearings,  re¬ 


viewing  the  entire  Appalachian  program, 
and  made  a  number  of  revisions  in  the 
bill  at  first  proposed.  The  hearings  and 
our  committee  report  to  the  Senate  re¬ 
view  the  progress  and  accomplishments 
of  this  program,  and  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommended  without  dissent  this  continu¬ 
ation  of  the  Appalachian  program. 

in.  PRINCIPAL  PROVISIONS  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  89-4 
AND  S.  602 

Mr.  President,  at  .this  point,  I  would 
like  to  summarize  briefly  the  principal 
provisions  of  the  bill  our  committee  has 
brought  before  the  Senate: 

First.  The  composition  and  voting 
procedures  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission,  its  functions,  administra¬ 
tive  powers,  authority  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations,  and  administrative  proce¬ 
dures,  all  set  forth  in  title  I  of  the  act 
of  1965,  are  not  substantially  changed. 

Second.  Among  the  special  Appa¬ 
lachian  programs  authorized  by  title  II 
of  the  act  of  1965,  the  principal  new 
program  in  part  A  is  the  development 
highway  system  for  which  that  act  au¬ 
thorized  appropriations  of  $840  million 
over  6  years  to  construct  2,350  miles  of 
development  highway,  and  1,000  miles  of 
local  access  roads.  $300  million  of  that 
amount  has  been  appropriated  by  the 
Congress  for  the  2  fiscal  years  1966  and 
1967. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  increases 
the  total  highway  authorization  by  $75 
million — $140  million  for  the  additional 
350  miles  of  development  highway  across 
lower  New  York  State  and  the  connecting 
link  in  Pennsylvania,  approved  by  the 
Governors  after  this  tier  of  southern 
New  York  counties  was  added  to  the  re¬ 
gion.  The  remaining  $35  million  is  au¬ 
thorized  for  local  access  roads,  with  the 
mileage  limitation  increased  from  1,000 
to  2,000  miles. 

Among  other  changes,  the  new  high¬ 
way  section  201  of  the  act  authorizes  ad¬ 
vance  construction  of  the  development 
highways  where  the  States  are  able  to 
proceed, — but  there  is  no  commitment 
that  the  cost  of  such  advance  construc¬ 
tion  will  be  paid  by  the  Federal  govern¬ 
ment — and  emphasizes  the  maximum  use 
of  indigenous  materials,  including  coal 
derivatives,  in  road  construction. 

Third.  The  act  provides  in  section  202 
for  a  program  of  demonstration  health 
projects  as  a  means  of  showing  how  bet¬ 
ter  health  facilities,  including  hospitals, 
diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  may 
be  brought  to  multicounty  and  regional 
areas.  It  authorizes  grants  up  to  80  per¬ 
cent  for  construction  of  health  facilities, 
grants  for  the  entire  cost  of  their  opera¬ 
tion  the  first  two  years,  2nd  for  half  of 
the  cost  for  the  next  3  years. 

The  bill  restates  this  authority,  in¬ 
cludes  also  provision  for  planning  grants 
up  to  75  percent,  and  would  permit  the 
acquisition  of  facilities  as  well  as  the 
construction  of  new  facilities.  The  com¬ 
mittee  bill  makes  clear  that  the  operating 
funds  may  be  used  to  cover  operating 
deficits  which  include  the  cost  of  attract¬ 
ing,  training  and  retaining  qualified  per¬ 
sonnel.  It  authorizes  appropriations  for 
the  next  two  fiscal  years  of  $70  million 
for  the  demonstration  health  program, 
compared  to  $69  million  authorized  for 
the  first  2  years,  of  which  $23.5  million 
was  appropriated. 


It  is  acknowledged  that  it  has  taken 
some  time  to  get  the  demonstration 
health  program  moving.  But  with  the 
report  of  the  Commission’s  Advisory 
Commission  on  Health  showing  tremen¬ 
dous  needs  in  this  field,  we  know  that 
this  amount  must  be  carefully  allocated 
to  provide  the  most  effective  demonstra¬ 
tions — for  it  cannot  begin  to  meet  the 
health  needs  of  the  region. 

Fourth.  Section  203  of  the  act  author¬ 
izes  land  stabilization,  conservation  and 
erosion  control  agreements  between  land 
owners  and  operators  and  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  .up  to  10  years’  duration, 
writh  Federal  cost  sharing  up  to  80  per¬ 
cent  on  50  acres  of  land. 

This  program  is  similar  to  the  familiar 
agriculture  conservation  program  it 
seems  to  me  that  within  the  Appalachian 
region  these  funds  should  be  used  to 
supplement  ACP  funds  to  secure  con¬ 
servation  measures  where  they  are  most 
urgently  needed. 

The  committee  bill  authorizes  $19  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  conservation  program  for  the 
next  two  fiscal  years,  compared  to  $17 
million  authorized  for  the  first  2  years, 
of  which  $10  million  was  appropriated. 

Fifth.  Section  204  of  the  act  was  de¬ 
signed  to  encourage  the  establishment 
of  timber  development  organizations;  $1 
million  of  the  $5  million  authorized  was 
appropriated,  of  which  $900,000  remains 
available.  This  authorization  has  not 
been  extended. 

After  receiving  testimony  directed  to 
the  opportunities  for  better  utilizing  the 
native  hardwoods  of  the  Appalachian 
region,  our  committee  came  to  the  view 
that  the  funds  can  best  be  used  in  re¬ 
search.  The  bill  includes  authority  for 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out 
research  which  will  contribute  to  the 
development  of  new  and  improved  uses 
of  Appalachian  hardwood  resources,  im¬ 
proved  processes  and  methods,  and  new 
markets  for  hardwood  products.  The 
committee  bill  authorizes  appropriations 
of  $4  million  during  the  next  2  years  for 
such  investigations,  studies  and  demon¬ 
strations — in  effect  replacing  the  au¬ 
thorization  unused  for  the  timber  devel¬ 
opment  organizations. 

I  am  glad  that  this  new  section  has 
been  included,  because  it  seems  to  me 
that  one  of  the  great  but  neglected  re¬ 
sources  of  the  region  is  its  hardwood. 
And  with  all  the  research  programs  of 
the  Forest  Service  and  others,  relatively 
little  effort  has  been  directed  to  this 
field.  Hard  maple,  birch,  cherry  are 
valued  furniture  woods.  We  all  know, 
too,  of  the  great  demand  for  and  serious 
shortage  of  walnut,  and  that  this  de¬ 
mand  will  increase.  I  believe  we  should 
give  attention  to  cultivating  walnut  and 
other  fine  hardwoods,  planning  for  their 
future  use,  just  as  the  soft  pine  and  pulp- 
woods  are  now  cultivated  and  grown  for 
a  specific  market. 

Sixth.  Section  205  of  the  act  authorizes 
a  program  of  mining  area  restoration 
which  includes  financial  contributions  to 
the  States  to  seal  and  fill  abandoned 
coal  mines,  to  extinguish  underground 
and  outcrop  mines  fires,  and  to  expand 
fish  and  wildlife  restoration  projects  in 
the  region.  The  authority  to  reclaim  and 
rehabilitate  existing  strip  and  surface 
mine  areas,  however,  is  limited  by  the 
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Lausche  amendment  to  lands  owned  by 
Federal,  State,  or  local  bodies  of  govern¬ 
ment. 

This  section  also  authorizes  the  na¬ 
tionwide  study  of  a  long-range  program 
for  strip  mine  reclamation,  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Interior  in  cooperation  with 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  others, 
which  is  in  the  final  stages  of  preparation 
and  will  be  submitted  by  the  President  to 
the  Congress  by  July  1  of  this  year. 

The  committee  bill  maintains  the  min¬ 
ing  area  restoration  program,  adding  the 
authority  to  seal  abandoned  oil  and  gas 
wells,  to  l'eclaim  lands  affected  by  coal 
processing,  including  waste  piles,  and  to 
participate  in  mining  area  restoration 
projects  including  reasonable  planning, 
engineering,  and  land  acquisition  costs 
up  to  75  percent. 

The  bill  authorizes  appropriations  of 
$39.15  million  for  the  next  2  fiscal 
years  for  this  work,  compared  to  $36.5 
million  for  mining  area  restoration  the 
first  2  years,  of  which  $24.85  million  was 
appropriated. 

Seventh.  One  of  the  most  important 
provisions  of  the  Appalachian  Act,  less 
noticed  but  having  great  potential,  is 
contained  in  section  206  authorizing  the 
water  resources  survey  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  For  it  will  be  the 
plan  and  the  criteria  developed  by  this 
survey  which  will  determine  the  flood 
control  measures,  and  the  fuller  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  streams  and  rivers  for  indus¬ 
trial  and  municipal  development  and  en¬ 
hancement  of  the  recreation  opportu¬ 
nities  of  the  region. 

The  region  is  one  blessed  with  rainfall 
and  countless  streams.  In  fact,  the  nar¬ 
row  valleys  cut  into  the  plateau  by  these 
streams,  and  the  quickening  floods  ag¬ 
gravated  in  recent  years  by  surface  min¬ 
ing,  are  among  the  most  serious  problems 
of  the  region.  It  is  to  turn  this  source 
of  trouble  into  a  resource  for  develop¬ 
ment  that  we  look  to  the  survey.  The 
plan  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  will  soon  be  submitted  to  the  Com¬ 
mission,  which  will  forward  it  to  the 
President  with  the  Commission’s  views, 
for  transmittal  to  the  Congress  at  the 
end  of  next  year  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  President. 

The  committee  bill  authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  of  $2  million  to  complete  the 
water  resources  survey,  compared  to  $5 
million  authorized  for  the  first  2  years, 
of  which  $3.3  million  was  appropriated. 

Eighth.  The  committee  bill  adds  a  new 
section  207  to  the  act,  authorizing  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment  to  establish  an  Appalachian 
housing  fund,  to  be  used  principally  as 
a  revolving  fund.  Loans  from  this  fund 
could  be  made  up  to  80  percent  of  the 
cost  of  planning  housing  projects  in¬ 
tended  to  qualify  for  insured  mortgages 
under  section  221  of  the  National  Hous¬ 
ing  Act. 

It  is  believed  that  section  221  has  not 
been  utilized  in  the  region  because  of  the 
difficulty  of  raising  local  costs  for  pre¬ 
liminary  surveys  and  site  engineering, 
site  options,  and  FHA  and  other  initial 
expenses,  most  of  which  can  be  recap¬ 
tured  by  local  sponsors  and  returned  to 
the  revolving  fund  when  the  construction 
loan  insured  by  FHA  is  made. 

The  committee  bill  authorizes  appro¬ 


priations  of  $5  million  for  loans  and 
grants  for  planning  these  housing  proj¬ 
ects. 

Ninth.  In  addition  to  the  new  pro¬ 
grams — part  A  of  title  II — I  have  just 
described,  the  Appalachian  Act  provides 
in  part  B  of  title  II  supplements  for  ex¬ 
isting  programs. 

The  first  of  these,  and  very  important, 
is  the  provision  of  vocational  education 
facilities,  under  section  211  of  the  act. 
The  committee  bill  authorizes  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $18  million  for  the  next  two 
fiscal  years,  compared  to  $16  million  au¬ 
thorized  for  vocational  education  facili¬ 
ties  the  first  2  years,  all  of  which  was 
appropriated. 

The  committee  bill  amends  the  act  to 
permit  these  grants  to  include  the  cost 
of  equipment  of  the  vocational  training 
facilities  constructed  under  this  author¬ 
ity,  and  equipment  of  other  school  facili¬ 
ties  needed  to  provide  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  in  the  region. 

Tenth.  Section  212  of  the  act  provides 
grants  for  sewage  treatment  works. 
These  funds  supplement  those  provided 
the  States  under  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act,  and  are  not  allocated 
until  the  States  regular  allotments  have 
been  made.  The  committee  bill  au¬ 
thorizes  appropriations  of  $6  million  for 
sewage  treatment  works  the  next  2  fiscal 
years — the  same  as  the  authorization  for 
the  first  2  years,  all  of  which  was 
appropriated. 

Eleventh.  Perhaps  the  most  effective 
and  important  program  under  the  act, 
except  for  the  development  highway  sys¬ 
tem,  is  that  providing  supplements  to 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  through 
section  214.  Under  this  authority,  a  wide 
variety  of  existing  Federal-State  cooper¬ 
ative  programs  may  be  supplemented 
with  Appalachian  funds,  but  in  no  event 
to  excede  a  total  of  80  percent  Federal 
share. 

It  is  this  section  214  which  has  pro¬ 
vided  the  States  and  the  Commission 
with  the  flexibility  to  adapt  the  Appala¬ 
chian  program  to  the  highest  priority 
needs  of  each  State,  to  make  the  most 
effective  use  of  the  funds  appropriated, 
and  to  better  utilize  within  the  region 
the  programs  previously  enacted  by  the 
Congress  for  the  country — but  which 
time  and  again  we  have  seen  used  first  in 
the  more  fortunate  areas  which  have 
available  local  matching. 

It  is  this  principle,  also,  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  hopes  will  be  extended  to  the  other 
regions,  formed  under  the  Economic  De- 
velopement  Act,  and  for  which  title  II  of 
S.  602  authorizes  the  appropriation  of 
initial  funds. 

While  the  act  specifies  programs  such 
as  those  authorized  by  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control,  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention,  Public  Health 
Service,  Vocational  Education,  Library 
Services,  Federal  Airport,  Communica¬ 
tions,  Higher  Education  Facilities,  Land 
and  Water  Conservation,  and  National 
Defense  Education  Acts,  the  supple¬ 
mental  grants  are  available  for  any  of 
the  existing  grant-in-aid  programs,  and 
the  bill  includes  future  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  as  well. 

The  committee  bill  transfers  the  au¬ 
thority  to  approve  these  grants  from  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Commis¬ 
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sion,  which  will  continue  to  work  through 
the  line  agencies  responsible  for  each 
program.  It  was  the  judgment  of  the 
committee  that  parallel  approvals  and 
liaison  between  the  operating  agencies 
and  the  Department  of  Commerce  re¬ 
sulted  only  in  duplication  and  delay. 

The  committee  bill  authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  of  $97  million  for  section  214 
supplemental  grants  for  the  next  2  fis¬ 
cal  years,  compared  to  $90  million  au¬ 
thorized  for  the  first  2  years,  of  which 
$75  million  was  appropriated.  I  am  in¬ 
formed  by  representatives  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  that  the  additional  $7  million 
is  occasioned  by  the  inclusion  in  the  bill 
of  the  State  of  Mississippi. 

Twelfth.  Following  testimony  received 
by  the  committee  from  Rabbi  Siegel, 
chairman  of  the  West  Virginia  Arts  and 
Humanities  Council,  Dr.  Ernest  Nesius 
of  the  Center  for  Appalachian  Studies 
and  Development  at  West  Virginia  Uni¬ 
versity,  and  Dr.  Perle  F.  Ayer  of  the 
Council  of  the  Southern  Mountains  at 
Berea,  Ky.,  and  others  expressing  inter¬ 
est  in  the  broader  social  and  cultural 
development  of  the  region,  the  committee 
included  a  new  section  115  of  the  act, 
to  provide  grants  for  cultural  programs 
through  the  National  Endowment  of  the 
Arts.  The  bill  authorizes  appropriations 
of  $500,000  for  this  purpose. 

Thirteenth.  The  general  provisions  in 
part  C  of  title  II  of  the  act,  requiring 
maintenance  of  effort  by  the  States  and 
the  consent  of  the  States,  and  setting 
forth  the  program  development  criteria, 
and  the  procedure  for  the  initiation, 
submission,  and  review  of  applications 
for  projects  and  programs,  remain  sub¬ 
stantially  as  enacted  in  1965. 

In  restating  section  223,  and  later  sec¬ 
tion  303,  the  language  adopted  by  the 
committee  emphasizes  that  applications 
shall  be  initiated  within  the  States,  shall 
first  be  evaluated  by  the  State  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Commission,  be  approved  by 
the  State  member  as  meeting  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  assistance  under  the  act — 
and  that  no  project  shall  be  imple¬ 
mented  until,  first,  the  application  has 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Fed¬ 
eral  "officials  to  be  compatible  with  the 
applicable  Federal  laws  he  administers, 
and,  second,  specifically  approved  by  the 
Commission  following  its  determination 
that  the  project  meets  the  program  de¬ 
velopment  criteria  of  the  act,  “which 
determination  shall  be  controlling.” 

Fourteenth.  Title  III  of  the  act  author¬ 
izes  grants  for  the  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  local  development  districts  and 
for  research  and  demonstration  proj¬ 
ects.  The  committee  bill  transfers  the 
authority  to  make  these  grants  from  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  through  the  Commission. 

The  committee  bill  authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  of  $10  million  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  for  the  next  2  years,  compared  to 
$5.5  million  authorized  for  the  first  2 
years,  nearly  all  of  which  was  appro¬ 
priated. 

In  an  important  new  provision  added 
to  section  302,  the  committee  bill  directs 
the  Commission  to  undertake  a  compre¬ 
hensive  survey  of  acid  mine  pollution 
in  the  region.  The  Commission  report 
and  recommendations  are  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  President,  for  transmittal 
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with  his  recommendations  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  March  31,  1969.  I  consider  this 
to  be  one  of  the  most  significant  new 
provisions  developed  during  the  course 
of  our  consideration  of  the  bill,  which 
authorizes  appropriations  of  $3  million 
for  this  purpose. 

Fifteenth.  Title  IV  of  the  act  contains 
the  authorization  of  appropriations  for 
the  nonhighway  programs  of  the  act, 
the  Davis-Bacon  provision,  and  the  defi¬ 
nition  of  the  Appalachian  region. 

The  committee  bill  authorizes  $273,- 
650,000  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  for  the  Appala¬ 
chian  programs  other  than  the  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system  and  local  access 
roads,  compared  to  $252,400,000  author¬ 
ized  for  the  first  2  years,  of  which  $167.29 
million  was  appropriated. 

New  section  401  authorizes  the  ap¬ 
propriation  to  be  made  to  the  President, 
for  transfer  by  him  to  the  operating 
agencies  or  the  Federal  Cochairmen  as 
required,  with  the  intention  that  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Commission  be  enabled 
to  testify  before  the  committees  of  the 
Congress  on  funding  of  the  Appalachian 
programs. 

The  Appalachian  region  has  been  en¬ 
larged  by  the  committee  bill,  following 
the  consideration  in  the  subcommittee 
and  votes  on  this  question  in  the  full 
committee,  to  include  the  State  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi — 18  counties — two  additional 
counties  in  Alabama,  and  one  additional 
county  in  New  York. 

Sixteenth.  In  addition  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  March  9, 1965,  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  S.  602  contains  a  second  title, 
amending  title  V  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 
It  would  provide  in  the  other  regions  sup¬ 
plements  to  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams,  as  I  have  noted.  The  new  section 
509  of  the  EDA  conforms  to  section  214 
of  the  Appalachian  Act,  which  has 
proved  its  value,  and  the  bill  authorizes 
the  appropriation  to  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  each  of  the  regional  com¬ 
missions  $5  million  for  fiscal  1968,  and 
$10  million  for  fiscal  1969. 

IV 

I  think  it  is  correct  to  say  that  this  2- 
year  extension  of  the  nonhighway  pro¬ 
grams  will  be  helpful — but  is  realistic 
and  modest  in  terms  of  the  need.  For 
example,  the  road  funds  will  not  provide 
the  full  70-30  matching  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system  contemplated  by 
the  original  act;  the  States  will  have  to 
bear  its  increased  costs,  and  one-half 
the  cost  of  providing  four-lane  rather 
than  two-lane  highways  where  this  is 
desired. 

The  limited  funds  available  for  seal¬ 
ing  abandoned  coal  mines  and  extin¬ 
guishing  underground  fires  will  not  be¬ 
gin  to  touch  the  vast  need  for  reclama¬ 
tion  of  the  despoiled  countryside  and 
stripped  wastelands. 

This  program  will  not  construct  the 
health  facilities  needed  in  the  region— 
but  can  establish  a  small  number  of 
demonstration  projects  to  point  the  way. 

It  can  help  construct  a  realistic  voca¬ 
tional  education  system  only  where  a 
State  is  willing,  as  in  Kentucky,  to  uti¬ 
lize  nearly  all  the  nonhighway  funds 
allocated  to  the  State  for  this  purpose, 


foregoing  supplements  for  airports,  sew¬ 
age  plants,  colleges,  watersheds,  and 
other  needs. 

The  modest  housing  loans  for  projects 
in  growth  centers  does  not  attempt  to 
reach  the  basic  need  for  improved  rural 
housing  throughtout  the  region. 

The  water  resource  survey  provides  no 
reservoirs  for  flood  protection — but  we 
hope  it  will  show  where  future  works 
may  be  constructed  most  effectively  and 
with  greatest  benefits. 

It  will  not  replace  the  need  for  sewage 
treatment  plants  under  the  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act  and  other  authorities. 

I  mention  these  broader  needs,  which 
our  committee  considered  to  be  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  bill  so  it  will  be  known 
that  there  is  no  attempt  in  this  bill  to 
cure  the  problems  of  the  region,  which 
are  vast.  Rather,  it  is  an  effort  to  lay 
the  groundwork  for  economic  develop¬ 
ment  within  the  region — to  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  get  in  and  get  out,  and  for  some 
industry,  doctors,  nurses,  and  better 
teachers  to  be  attracted  to  the  region. 

To  illustrate  that  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  bill  is  a  reasonable  one — authorizing 
about  the  same  amount  for  the  second 
2  years  as  for  the  first  2  years,  although 
most  programs  expand — I  would  mention 
that  other  proposals  have  been  earnestly 
advanced,  including  a  House  bill  author¬ 
izing  nearly  5  times  the  expenditures  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill — $1,117  million  more 
for  highways,  rather  than  $175  million; 
$1,027  rather  than  $273  million  for  other 
programs — which  I  am  sure  could  be 
used  if  the  Congress  were  willing  to  ap¬ 
propriate  funds  for  Appalachia  on  such 
a  scale. 

v 

In  1964,  when  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  first  came  before  the  Senate,  I 
pointed  out  that  some  considered  that 
the  bill  proposed  preferential  treatment 
for  the  Appalachian  area.  In  one  sense, 
that  is  true,  but  we  must  also  think  of 
the  national  interest — just  as  we  do  when 
we  consider  programs  which  meet  other 
needs  across  the  country. 

Of  course  I  am  interested  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  partly  because  it  would  help  my 
own  State,  and  I  must  admit  that,  but  I 
also  believe  there  is  a  great  national  in¬ 
terest  involved  in  giving  new  opportunity 
to  the  men,  women,  and  children  of  the 
area  who  will  be  living  and  working  in 
the  region  and  toward  our  national  goals. 

For  several  reasons,  which  are  ap¬ 
parent  to  those  who  have  lived  in  this 
area,  the  development  of  this  section  of 
the  United  States  has  fallen  behind  that 
of  other  sections  of  the  United  States. 
In  the  first  place,  the  region  has  been 
isolated  and  inaccessible— much  of  it  so 
since  the  founding  of  the  Republic.  The 
topography  of  the  area  has  increased  the 
cost  of  roads  and  other  means  of  trans¬ 
portation,  which  we  all  know  is  the  base 
of  industrial  development  and  even  our 
farming  economy.  As  a  result,  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  region  has  lagged. 

Furthermore,  the  natural  resources  of 
the  area  have  primarily  been  coal  and 
timber.  While  those  resources  provided 
employment  in  the  past,  the  new  tech¬ 
nology  in  coal  mining — the  mechaniza¬ 
tion  of  the  mines — has  greatly  reduced 
the  number  of  persons  employed.  In 
my  State  of  Kentucky,  at  the  close  of  the 


war  some  70,000  miners  were  employed, 
but  today  less  than  one -third  the  num¬ 
ber  are  employed  who  earned  their  liv¬ 
ing  from  coal  a  few  years  ago. 

These  factors  have  resulted  in  a  con¬ 
tinuing  low  tax  base  for  the  area.  This 
has  made  it  difficult  for  the  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  provide  the  framework  for  de¬ 
velopment  which  has  proceeded  so  ra¬ 
pidly  in  many  other  States  of  the  Union. 

Conditions  in  the  Appalachian  region 
have  involved  human  consequences.  I 
cannot  speak  for  every  State.  However, 

I  know  something  about  the  region  of 
eastern  Tennessee  and  West  Virginia,  and 
I  know  about  conditions  in  eastern  Ken¬ 
tucky,  because  I  live  in  that  area.  I  do 
not  live  in  a  county  which  is  one  of  the 
very  depressed  counties  of  the  area,  but 
I  live  on  the  edge  of  that  region  in  east¬ 
ern  Kentucky.  My  family  has  lived 
there  for  180  years,  and  I  have  travelled 
through  it  again  and  again  since  I  was 
a  boy.  For  years,  I  have  gone  up  and 
down  the  streams  and  valleys  through 
the  entire  area,  and  I  have  been  on  many 
campaigns  in  every  county  in  the  region. 

Some  42  percent  of  the  population  of 
the  United  States  have  had  a  high  school 
education,  but  unhappily,  in  the  Appala¬ 
chian  region  less  than  one-third  of  the 
population  have  been  able  to  complete  a 
full  high  school  education.  Still,  I 
should  say  at  this  point  that  in  eastern 
Kentucky  the  greatest  percentage  of  lo¬ 
cal  tax  revenue  in  the  entire  area  is  ap¬ 
plied  to  education — some  75  percent  of 
the  tax  revenues  being  used  for  educa¬ 
tion,  even  though  its  per  capita  revenue 
has  been  the  lowest  in  the  region. 

In  eastern  Kentucky,  I  am  unhappy  to 
say,  the  average  income  has  been  the 
lowest  in  the  region,  as  has  the  rate  of 
employment.  Doctors  are  hard  to  find 
who  will  settle  in  a  community  unless  it 
has  hospital  facilities.  The  young  doc¬ 
tors  now  coming  out  of  the  medical 
schools  can  go  into  the  big  cities  and  earn 
large  incomes  in  a  few  years.  They  do 
not  wish  to  go  into  these  areas  unless 
hospital  facilities  are  available.  Never¬ 
theless,  the  spirit  and  the  individualism 
of  the  people  in  these  areas  have  re¬ 
mained  high. 

In  this  region  live  people  of  pioneer 
stock,  ever  faithful  to  our  needs  in  war, 
and  loyal  to  our  country  through  many 
generations.  There  are  no  stronger, 
more  dignified  or  intelligent  people  in 
any  region  of  the  United  States,  and  they 
remain  determined  and  uncomplaining. 
Some  parts  of  the  area  in  which  these 
people  live  have  reached  a  degree  of  pros¬ 
perity,  but  many  thousands  of  people,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  conditions  I  have  described, 
have  been  passed  by — while  other  Ameri¬ 
cans  in  other  sections  of  our  country 
were  achieving  increasingly  higher 
standards  of  living. 

To  summarize,  first,  this  is  not  a  crash 
program.  Second,  it  is  not  a  program 
which  has  for  its  immediate  purpose  the 
relief  of  unemployment,  although  that 
will  be  one  of  its  good  effects.  It  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  establish  requirements  in  these 
areas  for  industrial  development  and 
farm  development,  which  we  know  to  be 
necessary;  also  for  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities,  for  additional  development  of 
water  resources  and  small  watersheds, 
and  for  construction  of  health  facilities 


S5940 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


April  26,  1967 


and  other  public  facilities — simply  to 
build  up  this  whole  region. 

vx 

The  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  and  I  each  represent  sister 
States  which  have  in  common  the  most 
acute  economic  problems  in  the  Appala¬ 
chian  region. 

I  believe  that  there  is  no  dispute  over 
the  necessity  for  continuing  a  special 
Federal-State  effort  in  this  region.  The 
Appalachian  Act  was  passed  after  a 
thorough  appraisal  of  the  needs  of  the 
region,  and  of  the  willingness  and  ability 
of  the  Appalachian  States  to  join  in  an 
effort  to  promote  economic  growth  and 
development  and  the  advancement  of  the 
people  of  the  region. 

I*  believe  it  fair  to  say  that  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program  has  established  an 
outstanding  record  during  its  first  2  years 
of  operation.  The  administration  of  this 
program  has  been  one  of  steady  progress, 
particularly  in  terms  of  directing  the  in¬ 
vestment  of  the  public  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  Appalachian  region  in  such 
a  way  as  to  make  the  greatest  impact 
on  the  economic  development  of  the 
region. 

Of  primary  importance  is  the  highway 
development  program.  Construction  is 
well  underway  on  the  Appalachian  De¬ 
velopment  Highway  System,  a  network  of 
modern  highway  corridors  cutting 
through  the  area,  designed  to  end  the 
historic  physical,  economic  and  social 
isolation  of  this  upland  region. 

In  addition,  one  variety  of  public  facil¬ 
ity  projects,  ranging  from  vocational 
education  centers  and  hospitals  to  air¬ 
ports  and  pollution  control  facilities,  are 
rising  on  foundations  calculated  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  base  of  permanent  strength  to  the 
economy  of  Appalachia. 

The  Appalachian  program,  in  its  first 
2  years,  has  demonstrated  that  a  State- 
Federal  partnership  does  work,  and  that 
the  States  will  assume  their  responsibil¬ 
ity.  The  States  initiate  projects,  estab¬ 
lish  priorities  within  the  total  assistance 
available,  and  make  the  original  deter¬ 
mination  as  to  where  State  and  local 
funds  can  be  best  invested  for  the  public 
benefit. 

I  have  strongly  supported  the  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  Appalachian  Act  giving  each 
State  initial  responsibility  for  project  ap¬ 
proval — and  to  the  Commission  itself; 
composed  of  the  Governors  with  a  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  cochairman,  effective  pro¬ 
gram  responsibility  and  authority  for  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  act. 

The  idea  of  a  regional  development 
program  for  Appalachia  began  in  the 
States,  and  was  supported  by  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Governors.  The  Congress 
made  a  sound  judgment  in  insisting  that 
the  knowledge  and  experience  of  the 
States  and  their  ability  to  deal  with  their 
own  problems  be  used.  I  believe  this 
successful  example  of  State-Federal  co¬ 
operation  should  be  applied  to  many  Fed¬ 
eral  programs. 

VII 

Because  of  its  importance,  I  will  dis¬ 
cuss  briefly  what  I  believe  to  be  the  most 
significant  new  features  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  experience,  and  of  S.  602. 

First,  as  I  have  noted,  the  Governors 
are  given  the  responsibility  of  proposing 
how  Federal  funds  shall  be  invested  for 


best  use  in  their  States.  All  projects 
which  come  before  the  Commission  for 
funding  approval  must  first  be  approved 
by  the  Governor.  While  it  is  true  that 
the  Federal  cochairman  does  have  a  veto, 
it  has  not  been  necessary  to  use  his  veto 
in  these  past  2  years. 

Most  Federal-State  cooperative  pro¬ 
grams,  on  the  other  hand,  are  accom¬ 
plished  through  a  relationship  between  a 
Federal  agency  and  its  State  counterpart 
agency.  Very  often,  little  opportunity  is 
given  the  State  to  participate  in  decisions 
that  have  a  profound  impact  on  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  people  of  the  State. 

Second,  the  Appalachian  program 
vests  responsibility  for  whatever  de¬ 
cisions  are  made  at  the  State  level  with 
each  Governor.  He  is  responsible  for  de¬ 
veloping  plans  for  the  use  of  Appalachian 
funds.  In  doing  so,  as  a  practical  matter, 
he  must  relate  the  Appalachian  invest¬ 
ments  to  those  provided  through  other 
resources — Federal,  State  and  local.  He 
must  determine  priorities  and  decide 
••which  projects  submitted  from  the  local 
level  best  meet  those  priorities. 

No  project  comes  before  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Commission,  and  hence  before  any 
Federal  agency,  without  State  sponsor¬ 
ship  and  approval.  There  is  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  the  Federal  Government  uni¬ 
laterally  to  approve  a  project  or  program 
without  the  approval  and  support  of  the 
Governors  responsible  to  the  people  of 
their  States. 

Third,  another  important  accomplish¬ 
ment  has  been  the  development  of  a  new 
degree  of  interstate  cooperation  and  co¬ 
ordination,  in  planning  between  the 
States  for  broad  regional  development. 

HIGHWAYS 

In  the  history  of  our  country,  trans¬ 
portation  has  been  the  key  to  opening  up 
new  areas  for  development.  The  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  of  the  United  States  has 
been  closely  related  to  the  development 
of  the  waterways  and  railroads,  and  in 
more  recent  years,  highways.  Appalach¬ 
ia,  however,  has  been  isolated  from  the 
mainstream  of  national  commerce  and, 
since  the  early  days  of  the  Republic,  this 
has  been  a  basic  cause  of  the  region’s 
economic  problems. 

Although  Appalachia  lies  between  the 
major  markets  of  the  eastern  seaboard 
and  the  midwest,  traffic  and  commerce 
have  flowed  around  the  region,  rather 
than  through  it.  Because  of  its  rugged 
and  mountainous  terrain,  narrow  valleys, 
and  many  streams,  roadbuilding  in  the 
region  is  difficult  and  expensive  and  be¬ 
cause  of  an  inadequate  tax  base  for  fi¬ 
nancing  costly  highways  in  this  isolated 
region,  a  network  of  roads  and  highways 
that  other  areas  of  the  country  now 
enjoy,  has  been  denied. 

The  Appalachian  Act  recognized  this 
basic  problem,  and  established  a  devel¬ 
opment  highway  program  to  cut  through 
and  open  up  Appalachian  and  join  with 
interstate  roads  in  other  States.  The 
pace,  design  and  construction  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  highway  system,  the  founda¬ 
tion  upon  which  the  economy  of  the 
region  must  be  built,  has  been  the  initial 
work  and  concern  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission.  The  highway 
funds  were  allocated  without  dispute 
among  the  States.  The  basic  decisions 
and  corridor  selections  have  now  been 


made,  the  system  planned,  and  construc¬ 
tion  is  underway. 

Of  the  2,350  miles  of  development 
highway  construction  initially  author¬ 
ized  by  the  act,  410  miles  are  in  Ken¬ 
tucky.  They  traverse  the  most  isolated 
area  of  eastern  Kentucky.  I  am  very 
glad  that  in  eastern  Kentucky,  some  207 
miles,  more  than  half  of  Kentucky’s  total 
Appalachian  mileage,  is  in  some  phase  of 
construction,  at  a  total  estimated  cost 
of  $152  million,  including  some  $95  mil¬ 
lion  in  Appalachian  funds.  The  Com¬ 
mission  has  approved  790  miles  for  con¬ 
struction  in  all  the  States,  at  a  total  es¬ 
timated  cost  of  $690  million,  including 
$387  million  in  Appalachian  funds. 

EDUCATION 

The  needs  of  Appalachia  require 
greatly  expanded  efforts  in  the  fields  of 
education  and  health,  for  highways 
alone  cannot  do  the  job. 

Kentucky  is  making  its  great  effort, 
under  the  nonhighway  programs,  to¬ 
ward  the  construction  of  a  system  of 
area  vocational  schools.  Supplemental 
grants  have  been  approved  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  21  of  these  schools,  now  hav¬ 
ing  an  enrollment  of  3,843  and  planned 
for  a  total  enrollment  of  9,441,  which 
are  part  of  an  areawide  system  of  37  vo¬ 
cational  schools. 

In  Kentucky,  the  supplemental  grant- 
in-aid  funds  are  also  being  used  to  help 
build  a  network  of  educational  television 
stations,  and  a  total  of  $3.7  million  in 
section  214  funds  has  been  approved  for 
the  vocational  education  expansion  and 
the  new  educational  television  facilities. 
These  projects,  it  seems  to  me,  are  pre¬ 
cisely  the  kind  which  the  Congress  had 
in  mind  in  approving  the  supplemental 
grant  program.  The  school  districts 
sponsoring  these  facilities  would  not 
otherwise  have  the  funds  required  to 
build  them.  But  these  schools  will  now 
have  greatly  Improved  capacity  to  pro¬ 
vide  training  for  jobs  in  today's  econ¬ 
omy. 

This  section  214  supplemental  grant 
program  has,  in  effect,  provided,  “seed 
money.”  On  the  basis  of  grants  ap¬ 
proved  up  to  January  1,  1967,  every  dol¬ 
lar  of  section  214  money  supplemented 
$1.85  in  other  Federal  funds,  and  was 
matched  by  $1.90  In  State  and  local 
money. 

Of  the  $45  million  in  supplemental 
grants  expended  under  the  Appalachian 
program  in  its  first  year  and  a  half,  more 
than  90  percent  has  gone  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  vocational  education  and  college 
facilities,  hospitals,  sewage  treatment 
plants,  libraries,  and  airports.  This  is 
extremely  important  not  only  in  terms 
of  helping  meet  the  critical  needs  in 
these  areas,  but  also  in  stimulating  ad¬ 
ditional  State,  local,  and  private  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  region. 

HEALTH  FACILITIES 

Recognizing  that  the  Hill-Burton  and 
other  Federal  programs  have  not  been 
fully  applicable  to  the  needs  of  people 
beyond  the  service  areas  of  urban  cen¬ 
ters,  the  Appalachian  Act  authorized  the 
construction  of  demonstration  health 
centers.  The  purpose  is  to  demonstrate 
new  techniques  for  the  delivery  of  ade¬ 
quate  health  services  to  selected  areas 
of  Appalachia. 
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The  report  of  the  Commission’s  Health 
Advisory  Committee  documents  the  need 
for  better  health  care  in  Appalachia,  and 
particularly  in  eastern  Kentucky.  It 
points  out  that  the  most  pressing  need  is 
to  meet  the  critical  shortage  of  doctors 
and  nurses  in  the  region.  While  na¬ 
tionally  140  doctors  serve  100,000  per¬ 
sons,  in  Appalachia  the  average  is  92, 
and  in  eastern  Kentucky  only  60  doctors 
care  for  100,000  people.  The  shortage 
of  registered  nurses  is  even  more  pro¬ 
nounced.  In  several  counties  in  eastern 
Kentucky,  the  nurse-patient  ratio  is  32 
per  100,000,  compared  to  300  for  the 
United  States  as  a  whole. 

I  mention  these  facts  because  in  re¬ 
cent  years  the  Congress  has  voted  sub¬ 
stantial  sums  for  medical  school  con¬ 
struction,  medical  libraries,  and  for  loans 
and  grants  to  medical  students.  We 
have  only  begun,  however,  to  address 
ourselves  to  the  problem  of  finding 
means  to  bring  the  general  practitioner 
and  nursing  services  to  these  isolated  and 
rural  areas. 

APPROPRIATIONS  METHOD 

A  final  change  in  the  act  authorizes 
the  appropriation  of  Appalachian  funds 
to  the  President,  permitting  its  transfer 
to  the  appropriate  Federal  departments 
upon  direction  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission.  The  intention  is  to 
afford  Congress  the  opportunity  to  review 
appropriations  for  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  as  a  whole. 

Until  now,  the  Appalachian  items  in 
the  President’s  budget  have  come  to 
the  Congress  piecemeal.  The  highway 
money,  for  example,  has  been  earned  in 
the  Department  of  Commerce  budget; 
the  vocational  education  construction 
money  in  the  budget  of  the  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare;  the 
land  stabilization  funds  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  budget;  the  mine 
area  restoration  funds  are  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior. 

The  proposed  change  is  intended  in  no 
way  to  turn  the  Commission  into  an  op¬ 
erating  agency.  Following  approval  by 
the  Commission,  the  release  of  funds 
would  still  be  made  by  the  appropirate 
Federal  agencies.  Normal  administra¬ 
tive  regulations,  standards,  and  criteria 
would  continue  to  be  applied  by  each  op¬ 
erating  agency.  The  proposed  change 
would,  however,  afford  all  of  us  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  consider  appropriations  for 
this  program  as  a  whole,  rather  than  as 


items  disbursed  in  a  half  dozen  depart¬ 
mental  budgets. 

VIII 

I  am  concerned  about  the  proposals  to 
extend  the  boundaries  of  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  area  even  though  I  recognize  that 
these  proposals  flow  from  the  success  of 
the  program  and  enthusiasm  for  it. 

In  the  committee,  I  opposed  any  en¬ 
largement  of  the  Appalachian  region, 
and  voted  against  each  proposal  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  Appalachian  area  as  now  de¬ 
fined  by  statute.  In  doing  so,  I  want  to 
make  clear  that  I  did  not  attempt  to 
judge  the  relative  merit  of  these  pro¬ 
posals,  or  to  deny  a  priori  their  claim  to 
become  a  part  of  Appalachia. 

I  did  so  because  I  believe  that  if  areas 
are  designated  as  “Appalachia”  before 
firm  criteria  for  inclusion  in  the  region 
have  been  established,  it  will  weaken  the 
concept  of  an  Appalachian  program  for 
States  and  counties  having  similar  char¬ 
acteristics  such  as  isolation  within 
rugged  terrain  which  have  caused  their 
development  to  be  retarded.  No  such 
criteria  have  been  established  in  the 
Congress. 

I  have  stated  my  position  in  my  sup¬ 
plemental  views,  included  as  part  of  the 
report  to  the  Senate  by  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  I  point  out  there,  that 
many  members  of  the  committee,  and  I 
am  sure  of  the  Congress,  believe  the 
Appalachian  example  offers  great  hope 
for  the  application  of  its  principles  to 
other  regions,  and  to  other  programs. 
But  if  enlargement  of  the  area  without 
criteria  and  the  appeals  for  further  en¬ 
largement,  sure  to  follow,  cause  this  par¬ 
ticular  region  to  fail,  it  will  tarnish  the 
bright  opportunity  we  have  to  build  on 
this  State-Federal  experience  in  other 
regions  and  in  other  programs. 

It  was  for  this  reason  that  I  offered 
in  committee  section  123(b)  of  the  bill. 
Further,  it  is  my  understanding  that  it 
is  the  sense  of  the  committee,  in  which 
the  chairman  concurs  and  which  I  sup¬ 
port,  that  additional  proposals  to  en¬ 
large  the  Appalachian  region  will  not  be 
entertained,  either  by  the  Commission 
or  by  our  committee,  unless  and  until 
specific  criteria  for  better  defining  the 
Appalachian  area,  in  both  physiographic 
and  economic  terms,  are  developed, 
heard,  and  adopted. 

Similarly,  I  moved  to  add  subsection 
(f)  of  new  section  509  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act, 
as  companion  language  to  that  added 
by  the  committee  in  subsection  (a). 


These  sections  make  clear  that  in  the 
regions  now  getting  underway,  applica¬ 
tions  for  assistance  shall  initiate  in  the 
States,  with  State  responsibility  for  their 
first  approval,  and  that  the  regional 
commissions  shall  have  true  responsibil¬ 
ity  and  authority. 

I  consider  the  bill  reported  by  our 
committee  a  good  bill — helpful  but  mod¬ 
erate  in  its  reach,  forward  looking  but 
practical  in  approach.  I  support  it,  as  I 
have  the  concept  from  its  very  begin¬ 
nings  in  Kentucky  and  West  Virginia, 
and  am  glad  to  work  for  its  early  adop¬ 
tion  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  express  my  genuine  thanks  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kentucky. 
He  has  been  most  cooperative  in  this  en¬ 
deavor.  I  know  that  he  agrees  that  co¬ 
operative  effort  has  been  the  keynote  of 
this  program.  It  is  in  this  spirit  of  co¬ 
operation  that  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  has  brought  this  bill  to  the  Sen- 
^Lt,p Xoi-ar.t,ion., - 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  today,  I  move,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  order  previously  entered, 
that  the  Senate  adjourn  until  12  o’clock 
noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  7 
o’clock  p.m.)  the  Senate  adjourned  until 
tomorrow,  Thursday,  April  27,  1967,  at 
12  o’clock  meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
theN^enate  April  26,  1967 : 

Federal  Reserve  System 
Williatn  W.  Sherrill,  of  Texas,  to  be  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the'Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System  for  the  unexpired  term  of 
14  years  fronr-February  1,  1954,  vice  Charles 
Noah  Shepardsotr  resigned. 

In  the  tXF>.  Coast  Guard 
The  following  officers  of  the  Coast  Guard 
for  promotion  to  the\grade  of  lieutenant 
(junior  grade)  : 

Wilua,m  F.  Golden 
Jack  L\Conerly 


David  A.  Carter 
Harry  W.  Clarke 
Armand  L.  Chapeau 
Michael  J.  Blaschum 
Bruce  T.  Collings,  Jr. 

David  A.  Bailey 
Kermit  Johnson 
Freddie  R.  Lewis 
Frederick  K.  Patterson  Richard  J.  Burke 
Paul  L.  Hooper,  Jr. 


Joseph  PS.  Gall 
James  V.  Spree,  Jr 
Billy  R.  Warren 
Gary  L.  Hutchens 
Bertram  “B”  T 
send 
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The  Committee  will  look  with  strong  disfavor  on  any  developments  under  the  State 
programs  that  involve  luxury  types  of  development  in  general,  and  it  feels  thatyihe 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  in  approving  State  plans  should  give  the  very  lowest 
priority  to  resort  hotels  and  motels  that  can  be  funded  by  private  financing, 

For  other  items  of  interest  to  this  Department  see  Digest  61,  issued  Apr.y^4. 

2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  given  until  midnight  Fri. , 

Apr.  28,  to  file  "a  privileged  report  on  the  second  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  for  fiscd^. year  1967.”  p.  H4741 


3.  4-H  CLUBS.  Rep.  Matsunaga  commended  the  work  of  the  4-H  Clubs/ 


H4774 


4.  ECONOMIC  AID.  Rep.  Patman  inserted  the  speech  of  Secretary/of  Treasury  Fowler 

at  the  inaugural  session  of  the  Inter-American  Development  Bank  in  which  he 
congratulated  the  Bank\  Management  "on  selecting  as  the  topic  for  the  delibera¬ 
tions  of  the  Round  Table  this  year,  ’Latin  American  Agricultural  Development 
in  the  Next  Decade.'"  p^.  H4775-6 

5.  FARM  PROGRAMS.  Rep.  ShriverYinserted  a  number  of  resolutions  adopted  by  the 

Farmers  Cooperative  Commission  Co.  relating  to  ^/ricultural  and  farm  matters, 
pp.  H4782-3 

6.  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Cramer  stated  thXt  progress  binder  the  Clean  Water  Act  "is 

bogged  down... with  governmental  redtape." 7  pp.  H4789-90 

Rep.  Howard  inserted  a  speech  oiVYthe  */need  for  accelerated  research  in 
water  pollution"  and  its  impact  on  industry,  pp.  H4821-2 

7.  FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM.  Reps.  Gallagher  dna\Annunzio  urged  continuance  of  the  food 

stamp  program,  pp.  H4814,  H4819-2] 

8.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Rees  expressed  pleasure  that  Community  action  agencies  have  in¬ 

cluded  consumer  education  programs  as  part  o£x their  local  war  against  poverty, 
p.  H4821 

9.  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Morse,  Mass.,  inserted  a  speech  of  Rep.  Brown,  Ohio,  which 

he  stated  showed  concern  /for  the  preservation  of  our  natural  resources,  and 
the  urgent  need  for  comprehensive  planning,  pp.  H4784-6 

SENATE 


10.  APPALACHIA.  Passed,  68-13,  with  amendments  S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  pp.  S5982-6007 


11.  LIVESTOCK.  SevL.  Hruska  discussed  "the  critical  role  livestock  plays  in  main¬ 

taining  a  healthy  agricultural  economy"  and  inserted  an  article  on  this  sub¬ 
ject.  pp./S5960-l 

12.  FOREIGN  £lD.  Sen.  Morton  inserted  a  speech  on  "The  Case  For  Forei^  Aid."  pp. 

S5971-' 

13.  4-H  CLUBS.  Sen.  Sparkman  commended  the  work  of  the  4-H  Clubs  and  insetted  an 
ai/icle  by  one  of  its  members,  "What  I  Have  Done  and  Learned  in  4-H 

>.  S5970-1 


14.  TRUTH -IN-LENDING.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  testimony  by  a  AFL-CIO  official  in 

support  of  S.  5,  the  truth-in- lending  bill,  pp;  S5973-4 

15.  PLANNING.  Sen.  Mondale  inserted  an  article  in  support  of  his  bill  S.  843 /  the 

proposed  Full  Opportunity  and  Social  Accounting  Act  of  1967.  pp.  S597^-5 

16.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendments  H.  R. 

8363,  to  authorize  additional  appropriations  for  prosecution  of  projects  in 
certain  comprehensive  river  basin  plans  for  flood  control,  navigation,  etc. 

(S.  Rept.H96).  p.  S5945 

17.  CIVIL  SERVICE^x  Received  a  GAO  report  on  financing  the  civil  y^ervice  retirement 

system,  p.  S5^4^  ' 

18.  GRAIN  SHIPMENTS,  deceived  a  resolution  from  the  Wis.  Legislature  urging  Con¬ 

gress  to  direct  the  "Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  State  officials 
on  State  laws  regulating  the  grain  shipping  industry^/  p.  S5944 

19.  TAX  SHARING.  Received  frbm  the  Ga.  Legislature  a  t^solution  urging  Congress  to 

enact  egisLation  to  remitXto  the  States  a  portion  of  income  tax  revenue  paid 
to  the  U.  S.  p.  S5945  X  ' 

20.  COSPONSORS.  Sens.  Monxoney  andNlarris  were  added  as  cosponsors  of. S.  1423,  pro- 

vi  mg  for  new  legislative  authorization  oj/C  small  watersheds,  p.  S5960 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

21.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Extension  of  remapk\of  Sen.  Monroney  commending  soil  con¬ 

servation  districts  and  urging  obse^auc^ of  Soil  Stewardship  Week.  p.  A2063 

22.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Moorhead  inserted  an  a^Ticle,  "Shortsighted  View  of  Trade." 

pp.  A2063-4  /  \  ° 

23'  Mhili«MI°RTS\  Exte*sion  of  ^marks  of  Rep.  Mathi\s,  Calif.,  urging  passage  of  ( 
o  res  rict  mports  meat  and  meat  produces  and  stating  that  "Farm 
£army  ratio  for  the  pas yi  months  at  74  is  the  lowest  since  1934."  p.  A2069 

24.  WAGE-PRICE  CONTROLS,  pension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  GardW  inserting  an  article, 

6  u  ,6  Wage-Price  Controls",  "dealingCith  an  apparent  change 

m  course  by  the  Johnson  administration  and  what  caused  X"  pp.  A2077-8 

25.  FOOD  STAMP .  Exterj^ion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Sullivan  urging  defeat  of  committee 

amendments  to  We  food  stamp  bill,  and  inserting  an  article  in\suPPort  of  the 
program.  pp.  /A2082-3  \ 

26.  FOREIGN  AID./  Rep.  F  rel.i  nghuy  sen  inserted  David  Rockefeller'll  addr^c,  "The 
Case  for  foreign  Aid."  pp.  A2087-9 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

27.  VEHICLES.  H.  R.  9380  by  Rep.  Blatnik,  to  authorize  the  expenditure  of  appmv 
pniated  funds  for  Insurance  Covering  the  operation  of  motor  vehicles  in  forei 
countries;  to  Government  Operations  Committee, 
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television  presently  offers.  We  have,  he 
says,  Na  “shining  vision  of  the  true  role 
of  television  as  the  long  awaited  cultural 
Messiah^ 

I  find  Mr.  Loevinger’s  attitudes  toward 
television,  and  his  personal  attacks  on 
Fred  Friendly.  unjustified  and  irrespon¬ 
sible.  His  apparent  vendetta  against  Mr.  * 
Friendly  obviouHly  biases  his  judgment 
regarding  the  m&ts  of  the  Ford  Foun¬ 
dation  proposal  noV  pending  before  the 
FCC.  Loevinger’s  speeches  raise  serious 
doubts  about  his  fitness  to  carry  out  his 
responsibilities  on  the  ^federal  Commu¬ 
nications  Commission.  \ 


JUDICIAL  BACKLOG 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President  for  the 
past  3  days,  the  Subcommittee  Vr  Im¬ 
provements  in  Judicial  Machinery,  of 
which  I  am  privileged  to  be  rankingSmi- 
nority  member,  has  been  listening  >^o 
testimony  relating  to  S.  915,  a  bill  to  proV 
vide  for  the  establishment  of  a  Federal' 
Judicial  Center. 

On  Tuesday  of  this  week  the  members 
of  the  subcommittee  were  privileged  to 
have  testify,  among  other  notables, 
Judge  Harvey  M.  Johnsen,  formerly  chief 
judge  and  presently  senior  circuit  judge 
of  the  Eighth  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals. 

I  have  had  the  honor  to  know  Judge 
Johnsen  for  many  of  the  29  years  he  has 
served  on  the  bench,  both  on  the  Ne¬ 
braska  Supreme  Court  and  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral  appellate  court,  and  respect  his 
expertise  concerning  the  operation  and 
problems  of  the  Federal  courts. 

In  his  statement,  Judge  Johnsen, 
points  up  the  present  situation  of  the 
courts,  and  emphasizes  the  increased 
backlog  of  cases  in  the  courts  of  appeals. 
He  states  that: 

In  condensation  of  this  aspect — there  has 
been  occurring  in  the  Courts  of  Appeals  since 
1960  a  marked  and  progressive  increase  in 
filings,  with  the  number  of  appeals  rising 
almost  70  percent  in  the  last  five  years  alone. 
But  more  ominously,  the  pending  cases  at 
the  end  of  each  fiscal  year  have  grown  from 
a  backlog  of  2,220  in  1960  to  one  of  5,387  in 
1966,  or  an  increase  of  140  percent. 

Judge  Johnsen  mentions  other  prob¬ 
lems  facing  the  Federal  courts,  includ/ 
ing  places  of  holding  court  and  divisimi 
points.  As  the  judge  explains:  / 

The  matter  of  holding  Federal  Ca/rt  at 
places  within  25  or  30  miles  of  eacjrf  other, 
of  continuing  the  archaic  artificialities  of 
division  points,  etc.,  is  modernhr  absurd. 

In  this  connection,  a  few/years  ago,  I 
had  the  opportunity  to  ah/  in  the  abol¬ 
ishment  in  the  State  of  Nebraska  of  di¬ 
vision  points  and  reduce  the  places  of 
holding  court  from  ejght  to  three. 

We  will  have  to  wait  until  all  the  evi¬ 
dence  is  in  before  We  decide  whether  the 
approach  of  S.  Alb  is  the  answer,  or 
whether  some  /other  attack  is  needed. 
However,  I  rerommend  Judge  Johnsen’s 
statement  ha  those  who  are  interested 
in  the  cui/ent  problems  of  the  Federal 
judiciary/  and  suggestions  for  its  im¬ 
provement. 

Mr/President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
senhrhat  the  statement  of  Judge  John- 
seis  be  inserted  at  this  point  in  the 
Congressional  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  Harvey  M.  Johnsen,  Formerly 

Chief  Judge  and  Presently  Senior  Circuit 

Judge  of  the  Eighth  Circuit 
To  the  Chairman  and  the  Members  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Improvements  in  Judi¬ 
cial  Machinery,  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  of  the  U.S.  Senate: 

My  appearance  here  is  because  of  a  request 
by  Mr.  Finley,  Chief  Counsel  for  the  Sub¬ 
committee,  to  which  I  am,  of  course,  glad  to 
respond. 

This  is  my  twenty-ninth  year  of  judicial 
tenure  and  service' — two  years  on  the  Ne¬ 
braska  Supreme  Court;  the  rest  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral  appellate  bench;  and  with  service  as 
Chief  Judge  of  the  Eighth  Circuit  for  a  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  those  years.  It  further 
has  been  my  privilege,  through  some  23  or 
24  years  successively,  to  have  served  on  a 
variety  of  the  Committees  of  the  Judicial 
Conference  of  the  United  States  covering  the 
range  of  Supporting  Personnel  of  the  Courts, 
Responsibilities  and  Powers  of  the  Judicial 
Councils,  Geographical  Organization  of  the 
.Courts,  Implementation  of  the  Criminal 
Shistice  Act,  Judicial  Statistics,  and  perhaps 
another  special  area  or  two  which  I  have 
norytaken  the  time  to  recall.  All  this,  to/ 
getbAr  with  my  membership  and  active  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  Judicial  Conference  of/the 
United  TBtates  during  the  years  I  was  /Chief 
Judge  hak  given  me,  I  think,  a  fairly' broad 
perspectiveTand  a  somewhat  definitive  in¬ 
sight — or  iny  any  event  a  strong/  personal 
interest  and  \  deep  judicial  concern — as  to 
the  condition, Nile  operation  a/d  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  Federal  courts.  / 

I  have  been  for  the  past  seven  years  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Judicial  Statistics, 
among  whose  functions  has  been  to  attempt 
to  give  direction  to  tm/gathering  of  infor¬ 
mation  on  the  condunoy  and  the  work  of 
the  Federal  courts  both  rn  their  individual 
and  their  system  status;  to\have  infor¬ 
mation  be  as  pw(ctical  andyneaningful  as 
possible  for  pojarayal  and  analytical  pur¬ 
poses;  to  keep/watch  of  such  particular  indi¬ 
cations  and /general  trends  as  the  informa¬ 
tion  points/ip,  or  contains  persuasVe  impli¬ 
cation  of/That  appear  to  be  developing;  to 
call  the/e  aspects  to  the  attention  \f  the 
Judicial  Conference;  and  to  make  evaluation 
and  s/commendation  periodically  to  the  Con¬ 
ference  of  such  additional  judgeships  as  »n 
tb&  Committee’s  considered  judgment  seerrk 
Yo  be  soundly  necessary  to  meet  the  situation. 
/  It  is  the  spectre  presented  by  the  statis¬ 
tics  that  in  my  judgment  underlies  a  fun¬ 
damental  part  of  the  need,  at  least  an  urgent, 
immediate  aspect  of  it,  for  the  creation  of 
a  Federal  Judicial  Center — which  proposal 
the  Subcommittee  is  here  considering.  The 
suggested  Center  is  intended,  of  course,  as 
the  statement  of  its  purposes  in  the  Bill 
indicates,  to  serve  long-rangedly  and  pro¬ 
gressively  to  aid  the  Federal  judicial  sys¬ 
tem  in  dealing  with  its  problems  and  im¬ 
proving  itself.  But  I  think  it  can  in  shorter 
range— within  a  period  of  three  to  five  years 
perhaps  (and  I  speak  here  only  my  personal 
opinion) — enable  us  to  get  at  some  effective 
means,  in  concepts,  machinery  and  unified 
practices,  that  can  alleviate  our  present 
statistical  spectre  or  at  least  bring  within 
some  control  the  threat  of  future  over¬ 
whelmingness. 

It  was  the  thought  of  Chief  Counsel 
Finley,  I  believe,  that  a  brief  indication  of 
the  present  situation  of  the  courts  and  how 
it  has  been  developing  might  perhaps  be 
helpful  in  bringing  this  problem  into  re¬ 
lationship  to  a  Federal  Judicial  Center,  or 
that  it  would  at  least  serve  to  set  up  the 
background  against  which  any  attempt  to 
aid  or  improve  the  Federal  courts  cannot 
escape  being  viewed. 


The  situation  is,  I  am  sure,  generally 
familiar  to  all  the  members  of  the  Subcorn/ 
mittee,  and  I  shall  use  only  a  few  simjfle 
brush-strokes  to  put  it  on  the  canvas  Were. 
The  easiest  thing  for  me  to  do  first  is  nierely 
to  repeat  the  aspect  which  the  Conunittee 
on  Judicial  Statistics  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  Judicial  Conference  at  its  nrost  recent 
session — the  situation  existing/ as  to  the 
Courts  of  Appeals,  which  has/not  had  the 
focus  that  has  been  made  upon  the  District 
Courts,  but  which  is  noy  reaching  pro¬ 
portions  that  are  similia/ly  disturbing. 

In  condensation  of  tins  aspect — there  has 
been  occurring  in  thy  Courts  of  Appeals 
since  1960  a  marked  and  progressive  increase 
in  filings,  with  the/number  of  appeals  ris¬ 
ing  almost  70  perofent  in  the  last  five  years 
alone.  But  mo re  ominously,  the  pending 
cases  at  the  e/ld  of  each  fiscal  year  have 
grown  from  a/ backlog  of  2,220  in  1960  to 
one  of  5,387/in  1966,  or  an  increase  of  140 
percent,  m  fact,  at  the  end  of  the  first 
half  of  yne  present  fiscal  year,  this  had 
further /risen  to  an  all  time  high  of  5,714, 
with  at  virtual  certainty  of  a  still  further 
addUnon  by  June  30,  1967,  the  end  of  the 
pr(/ent  fiscal  year. 

A.t  is  to  be  noted  that  this  has  been 
/occurring  in  spite  of  the  fact  the  number 
of  terminations  per  existing  judgeship  has 
markedly  increased  during  that  period — from 
55  cases  in  1960  to  76  cases  in  1966.  The  por¬ 
tentous  element  in  the  picture,  however,  is 
the  fact  that  there  has  not  been  a  time  from 
fiscal  1960  on  when  the  number  of  termina¬ 
tions  has  been  able  to  keep  pace  with  the 
number  of  filings.  The  result  is  that,  where 
the  number  of  cases  pending  or  the  backlog 
stood  at  32  per  judgeship  at  the  close  of 
fiscal  1960,  it  had  mounted  by  the  end  of 
fiscal  1966  to  69  per  judgeship.  And  even 
as  to  the  1966  situation,  it  must  further  be 
stated  that  almost  all  of  the  Courts  of  Ap¬ 
peals  had  called  on  outside  help  (primarily 
district  judges)  in  the  hearing  load  which 
they  had  disposed  of  during  that  year.  For 
example,  in  one  circuit  there  had  been  a  use 
of  36  percent  of  outside  judgepower,  and  in 
another  approximately  20  percent. 

To  be  correspondingly  brief  as  to  the  situ¬ 
ation  of  the  District  Courts,  I  shall  only 
mention  that  the  civil  filings  in  those  Courts 
increased  from  a  total  of  58,293  cases  in 
fiscal  1961  to  70,906  in  fiscal  1966;  and  that 
while,  as  with  the  Courts  of  Appeals,  the 
number  of  terminations  has  materially  risen 
(55,416  in  1961  as  against  66,184  in  1966,  or 
an  increase  of  about  9,800  cases) ,  the  termi¬ 
nations  have  not  been  able  in  any  year  to 
''keep  pace  with  the  filings,  so  that  the  accum¬ 
ulation  or  backlog  has  grown  from  64,128  in 
19M  to  79,117  in  1966,  or  an  increase  of  15,000 
civilSeases. 

I  voiced  the  opinion  earlier  that  I  thought 
the  creation  of  a  Federal  Judicial  Center 
co.uld  ha\e  an  immediate  relationship  in  ap¬ 
proach  toNnd  improvement  of  the  existing 
situation  inVboth  the  Courts  of  Appeals  and 
the  District  Courts.  There  must,  of  course, 
in  whatever  subh  a  Center  can  do  in  this  re¬ 
spect,  be  sufficient  time  for  sound  overall 
study,  appraisal,  \nproval,  gaining  accept¬ 
ance  and  getting  placed  in  operation  such 
structure,  devices  ami  practices  as  may  be 
capable  of  being  suggested.  In  general,  this 
means  to  my  mind  finding  workable  and  ac¬ 
ceptable  ways  of  enabling  judges  to  relieve 
themselves,  to  the  fullest  Njent  possible,  of 
mechanical  and  administrative  tasks  which 
do  not  call  for  exercise  of  the  judicial  quality 
and  which  are  without  any  rearSiudicial  sig¬ 
nificance  in  their  accomplishments 

In  other  words,  I  think  there  is  ^business 
or  management  side  to  our  court  sykem,  as 
distinguished  from  the  judicial  side,  Vhich 
is  being  allowed  presently  to  abide  iri\the 
judges’  offices,  and  for  which  we  need\<o 
find  some  line  of  proper  separation  and  somb 
mode  of  handling  that  will  enable  the  judges 
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to  free  themselves  from  this  unnecessary 
expenditure  of  time — except  of  course  in  a 
general  Responsibility  such  as  they  have  in 
relation  fisj  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
Court. 

This  is  a  'hhase  to  which  we  have  never 
been  in  a  position  to  make  any  real  approach, 
and  yet  it  is  something  that  I  am  satisfied 
has  at  least  a  paytial  responsibility — and  a 
substantial  one— for  the  condition  which 
now  obtains  in  ourVourts,  and  particularly 
the  District  Courts.  'Perhaps  I  can  point  up 
one  aspect  in  illustration.  Our  statistics 
show  that  out  of  the  civil  cases  filed  in  the 
District  Courts  only  approximately  12  per¬ 
cent  are  ever  actually  trie*.  This  ratio  be¬ 
tween  trials  and  terminations  has  remained 
constant,  within  a  1  percent  range,  from 
1960  through  1966.  Thus,  out.  of  the  vast 
accumulation  or  backlog  of  such\ases  which 
stand  upon  the  District  Court  dockets,  we 
know  with  reasonable  certainty  that  some 
80  out  of  every  100  are  not  going  to 'require 
judicial  time  for  trial  and  that  gettingsthem 
off  the  docket  is  primarily  a  matter  of  raid¬ 
ing  means  and  time  of  subjecting  them\to 
some  kind  of  institutional  touch  and  screen^ 
ing  that  will  take  them  off  the  bank  and  put 
them  into  movement  toward  disposition. 

Let  me  hasten  to  add  that  while  I  have 
used  the  figure  12  percent  as  to  actual  trials, 
I  recognize  that  there  is  a  substantial  num¬ 
ber  beyond  this  in  which  the  play  of  a 
judicial  process  such  as  pretrial  conferences 
has  been  a  material  factor  and  often  a  con¬ 
trolling  one  in  bringing  about  disposition 
and  avoiding  a  trial.  But  even  so,  the  fact 
remains  that  most  of  the  cases  which  are 
now  standing  on  the  dockets  or  which  will 
hereafter  be  filed,  while  needing  some  kind 
of  institutional  touch  or  pressure  to  cause 
them  to  get  into  motion,  will  thereafter  move 
forward  to  disposition,  once  the  parties 
realize  that  this  movement  is  going  to  have 
to  continue,  and  that  the  touch  and  pres¬ 
sure  will  be  kept  up  to  see  that  this  occurs. 

I  am  one  who  believes  that  there  is  in  this 
important  area  a  place  for  some  institutional 
machinery  that  can  be  substituted  for  judi¬ 
cial  time,  and  that  a  proper  study  and  appli¬ 
cation  to  this  problem  through  a  Judicial 
Center  should  be  able  to  come  forth  with 
some  kind  or  some  measure  of  general  solu¬ 
tion.  If  this  can  be  done,  and  if  judges  can 
be  made  to  give  up  the  practice  which  so 
many  of  them  have  of  assuming  direct  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  this  aspect,  I  think  we  shall 
have  made  some  material  progress  toward 
holding  down  and  diminishing  backlog. 

I  have  expressed  myself  generally  and  in 
suggestion  only,  without  any  thought  of  at¬ 
tempting  to  state  what  a  Judicial  Centey 
ought  to  be  expected  or  will  be  able  to 
complish.  I  believe  I  have  said  enough,  he 
ever,  to  make  clear  my  personal  opinioiythat 
a  relationship  can  be  made  to  exist/  in  a 
Judicial  Center  to  our  present  and  expand¬ 
ing  congestion  or  backlog  problem  which 
should  have  possibilities  beyond  /he  means 
which  have  been  thus  far  available  to  us 
and  the  results  which  we  hq/e  been  able 
to  accomplish. 

I  should  like  to  add  a  fetv  words  of  per¬ 
sonal  experience  as  to  the  /third  general  pur¬ 
pose  stated  in  the  Bill— that  of  providing 
staff,  research  and  planning  assistance  to  the 
Judicial  Conference  of  the  United  States 
and  its  committees.  /Ah is  is  one  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  deficiencies  under  which  practically  all 
of  the  Committees  of  the  Conference  have 
had  to  labor  aiyd  which  has  imposed  a  ma¬ 
terial  handicap'  upon  their  effectiveness. 

Using  my  own  experience  in  illustration — 
in  the  mos/  recent  effort  of  the  Committee 
on  Judicial  Statistics  to  get  at  the  internal 
operatio/s  and  practices  of  the  Courts  of 
Appeal^  in  their  relationship  to  the  sound 
need/6f  these  various  courts  for  additional 
judgfe power,  we  desired  to  have  some  field 
work  done  or  a  survey  made  in  order  to  see 
iy  there  was  anything  underlying  the  statis¬ 


tical  picture  which  detracted  from  its  value 
or  apparent  significance  in  the  realtionship 
of  the  work  of  one  of  these  Courts  to  another. 

The  Administrative  Office  did  not  have  a 
staff  whose  time  could  be  spared  to  under¬ 
take  this  widespread  task.  Fortunately,  Mr. 
Olney,  the  Director  of  the  Administrative 
Office,  was  able  to  prevail  upon  Mr.  Shafroth. 
fromer  Deputy  Director,  to  do  the  job  for 
the  Committee,  despite  his  retirement,  and 
we  were  able  to  get  the  survey  made — but 
only  because  of  Mr.  Shafroth’s  availability, 
familiarity  and  dedication  to  the  judicial 
system  in  the  particular  situation. 

Similarly,  when,  preceding  the  Omnibus 
Judgeship  Act  of  1966,  the  Committee  on 
Statistics  undertook  to  make  a  study  and 
evaluation  as  to  each  District  Court  in  the 
country,  we  found  aspects  as  to  which  we 
felt  it  would  not  be  possible  to  get  at  the 
true  picture  of  judgeship  need  except  by  a 
local  penetration  into  the  court  situation. 
We  were  able  to  call  upon  the  Administrative 
Office  to  have  a  staff  member  of  the  Division 
of  Procedural  Studies  and  Statistics  make 
visits  to  and  explore  only  a  limited  number 
of  these  local  situations. 

Again,  when  the  Committee  on  Geographi¬ 
cal  Organization  of  the  Courts,  of  which 
lodge  John  Biggs,  Jr„  was  chairman  and  of, 
which  I  was  a  member,  undertook  a  Te; 
yealss  ago,  at  the  request  of  Chairman  Cell/rs 
of  the  House  Judiciary  Committee,  to/ap- 
proac  A  this  question,  we  soon  discovered  that 
there  w$,s  little,  if  anything,  we  could  do  in 
that  fielosbecause  neither  the  Administrative 
Office  nor\the  House  Judiciary  Committee 
had  a  staff  Vhich  could  take  time  to  devote 
itself  to  the  task  and  we  were/without  any 
other  means  ofy getting  it  done. 

The  structure'of  division  .points,  places  of 
holding  court,  etA  in  our  efourt  system  bear 
a  direct  relationship  to  the  efficiency  of  the 
courts  and  need  stuoAdfig  in  relation  to  our 
congestion  situation.  /The  matter  of  holding 
Federal  court  at  places 'within  25  or  30  miles 
of  each  other,  of  /continuing  the  archaic 
artificialities  of  di/ision  points,  etc.,  is  mod- 
ernly  absurd.  Senator  Hru^ka  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  has /some  appreciation  of  this  in 
the  effort  which  he  made  andNsucceeded  in 
accomplishing  a  few  years  ago  of  getting  all 
division  p/nts  abolished  in  the.  State  of 
Nebraska  And  having  the  places  ol  holding 
court  cux  down  from  8  to  3  in  number.  My 
point  iiere,  however,  is  merely  to  poikt  out 
the  deficiency  which  presently  exists  Vs  to 
getting  any  field  work  done  or  other  neoes- 
stj/y  study  made  in  this  or  any  other  fieldpf 
immittee  endeavor,  which  the  Bill  for 
'Judicial  Center  laudably  has  as  part  of  its 
purpose  to  correct. 

To  give  one  further  such  example — the 
Committee  to  Implement  the  Criminal  Jus¬ 
tice  Act,  of  which  Chief  Judge  John  S. 
Hastings  is  Chairman  and  of  which  I  am  a 
member,  has  recently,  in  an  attempt  to  carry 
out  the  request  of  the  Congressional  Con¬ 
ference  Committee  to  the  Department  of 
Justice  and  the  Judicial  Conference  of  the 
United  States  to  make  report  on  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Criminal  Justice  Act,  been  work¬ 
ing  with  the  Department  of  Justice  to  have 
a  field  study  made  of  how  the  Act  is  actually 
functioning,  but  here  again  it  has  been 
necessary  to  try  to  find  some  outside  way  of 
getting  the  task  done  because  of  lack  of  staff 
and  means  in  either  the  judicial  system  or 
the  Department  of  Justice  to  do  the  job. 

Other  Committees  are  able  to  provide 
similar  examples  as  to  the  need  for  the  Judi¬ 
cial  Center  Act  from  this  standpoint. 

I  emphasize  in  concluding  that  I  have  been 
expressing  merely  my  personal  views  in  what 
I  have  said,  but  in  any  persuasion  which 
this  may  contain  I  do  voice  the  hope  that  a 
Federal  Judicial  Center  may  be  established. 
I  am  certain  it  will  be  able  to  provide  means 
for  improving  the  Federal  Judicial  system, 
which  will  carry  us  further  along  the  way 
than  we  have  yet  been  able  to  do. 


CONCLUSION  OP  MORNING/ 
BUSINESS 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia  .  Pres¬ 
ident,  is  there  further  mornin  iiness? 

The  PRESIDING  OFPICEI  ;  there 

further  morning  business?  y  morn- 

ing  business  is  closed. 


REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  THE 

APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVEL¬ 
OPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
S.  602. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (S.  602),  to  revise  and  extend  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965. 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  additional  opening  remarks. 

Last  evening,  I  made  a  major  statement 
on  the  previsions  of  the  pending  bill,  as 
did  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper], 

I  know  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  desires  to  speak.  I  will 
not  yield  to  him  but  ask  that  he  be  rec¬ 
ognized. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  It  will  be  all  right  if 
the  Senator  will  yield  to  me  for  just  a 
few  moments. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield  to 
me  for  30  seconds? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quroum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  yielding  to  me  for  these  few  min¬ 
utes.  I  wish  to  highly  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  and  each  member  thereof,  for  the 
splendid  work  they  have  done  over  the 
course  of  the  years  with  reference  to  the 
Appalachian  program,  which  I  consider 
to  be  one  of  the  most  valuable  ever  to 
come  out  of  Congress. 

It  has  the  virtue  of  being  coordinated 
with  the  States,  their  Governors,  and 
their  governments.  Over  the  period  of 
the  past  3  or  4  years  I  have  conferred 
closely  with  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  the  chairman,  and  he  has  his 
whole  heart  in  this  matter. 

An  area  in  my  State  of  Mississippi, 
really  was  not  considered  in  the  original 
Appalachian  bill.  It  has  now  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committee.  It  very  prop¬ 
erly  adopted  the  formula,  of  admitting  a 
certain  number  of  counties  from  my 
State.  I  thank  the  committee  not  only 
for  that  action  but  also  because  it  was 
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willing  to  consider  the  matter.  Other 
counties  had  been  requested,  both  by  me 
and  my  colleague  [Mr.  Eastland]  to  be 
included,  but  the  committee,  in  its  wis¬ 
dom  and  its  discretion,  adopted  a  for¬ 
mula  which  left  those  counties  out. 

Even  though  I  am  disappointed,  I  shall 
yield  to  the  judgment  of  the  committee 
and  go  along  with  it  in  utmost  apprecia¬ 
tion,  but  with  the  hope  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  in  the  course  of  future  events  will 
devise  a  plan  which  will  include  those 
counties. 

Having  already  said  that  I  know  that 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  gave  this 
matter  the  utmost  consideration,  I 
should  like  to  inquire  what  his  position  is 
now.  Do  I  correctly  understand,  from 
private  conversations,  that  he  stands  on 
the  bill  as  it  is  presented  now  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  will  espouse  the  cause  of  the 
Senate  amendment,  but  that  he  will  op¬ 
pose  any  other  amendment? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Both  the  junior 
Senator  from  Mississippi  and  his  senior 
colleague  [Mr.  Eastland],  who  is  now 
in  the  Chamber,  have  worked  with  me 
on  these  matters.  The  members  of  the 
committee  gave  the  most  careful  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  documentation  which  formed 
the  basis  for  bringing  the  Mississippi 
counties  into  the  Appalachian  region. 

We  have  included  language  in  Senate 
bill  602  to  establish  a  procedure  for  tak¬ 
ing  care  of  this  matter  of  increasing  the 
number  of  counties  embraced  in  the 
definition  of  the  region.  The  commit¬ 
tee  felt  that  there  might  be  an  over¬ 
expansion  of  the  area.  It  is  understand¬ 
able,  that,  from  time  to  time,  there 
might  be  reasons  for  requests  for  one  or 
more  additional  counties  to  be  included. 
Thus,  in  order  to  protect  the  integrity 
of  the  region  the  following  language  is 
included  in  the  pending  bill : 

No  recommendations  for  any  change  in 
the  definition  of  the  Appalachian  region  as 
set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed 
or  considered  by  the  Commission  without  a 
prior  request  by  the  Congress  for  a  study 
of  such  change. 

In  the  future,  this  section  would  be 
applicable  to  areas  which  might  be  con¬ 
sidered  for  inclusion  within  Appalachia. 

The  18  counties  within  Mississippi  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  pending  bill  are  in  keeping 
with  the  character  of  Appalachia,  al¬ 
though  the  criteria,  are  somewhat  flexi¬ 
ble.  , 

We  did  not  believe  that  the  other  Mis¬ 
sissippi  counties  which  had  also  been  re¬ 
quested  met  all  of  the  criteria  or  were 
as  closely  related  to  an  economic  plan¬ 
ning  and  development  area  as  are  the 
counties  which  the  committee  accepted. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Byrd  of  West  Virginia  in  the  chair) . 
Does  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  What  were  included 
were  counties  in  the  drainage  area  of 
the  Tombigbee  River,  which  is  typical  of 
the  topography  of  the  Appalachian  area; 
were  they  not? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  true.  I  so 
indicated  in  my  opening  statement  of 
last  evening,  and  it  in  part  bears  out 
exactly  what  the  Senator  has  indicated. 


Congress  could  act,  of  course,  on  the 
question  of  including  additional  counties 
by,  as  the  Senator  understands,  a  com¬ 
mittee  resolution,  as  is  done  when  flood 
control  studies  are  authorized.  So  we 
do  not  block  the  consideration  of  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  future. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  wants  to 
get  it  down  to  the  congressional  level, 
so  that  Congress  will  know  about  it,  and 
the  Senate  will  have  the  facts  in  mind 
and  can  pass  on  the  matter  with  the 
other  body? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  has 
stated  it  correctly. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Of  course,  in  the 
process  of  legislating  on  the  bill,  the 
House  of  Representatives  can  consider 
thjs  proposal.  Members  of  the  House 
from  the  State  of  Mississippi  are  inter¬ 
ested,  and  if  there  should  be  a  House 
amendment  that  includes  these  eight 
counties,  or  any  part  of  them,  I  am  sure 
the  Senator,  with  his  usual  and  very  fine 
concept  of  and  approach  to  this  problem 
would  consider  what  the  House  had  done, 
if  it  had  acted  to  include  any  of  these 
counties  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes.  If  the  matter 
of  including  additional  counties  were  in¬ 
volved  in  conference,  I  would  certainly 
give  very  searching  consideration  not 
only  to  the  requirements  of  the  Senate 
position,  but  also  to  the  points  which 
have  been  brought  out. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
not  only  for  his  position,  but  also  for 
showing  a  high  level  of  statesmanship  in 
the  legislative  process.  We  both  appreci¬ 
ate  it. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield  to  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  has  rendered  an  able  and 
outstanding  service.  He  certainly  has 
been  fair  to  the  State  of  Mississippi.  I 
am  going  to  support  the  bill.  I  am  going 
to  support  the  committee’s  stand.  I  hope 
that  if  certain  other  counties  should  be 
added  in  the  future,  they  will  by  all 
means  be  considered.  I  realize  that  there 
is  a  cutoff  date.  I  realize  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  has  his  problems.  He 
has  been  mighty  fair  and  square  with 
my  State. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  am  grateful  for 
the  further  comment  of  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi.  I  assure  him  now,  as  I  have 
on  prior  occasions  when  we  have  dis¬ 
cussed  this  matter,  that  We  are  very 
conscious  of  our  responsibility  to  include 
in  the  Appalachian  region  the  counties 
in  Mississippi  or  other  States  that  have 
valid  reason  to  be  included. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
support  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  Amendments  of  1967.  Of 
particular  interest  to  me  is  the  addition 
of  18  northeast  Mississippi  counties  to 
the  Appalachian  program. 

I  have  watched  very  closely  the  results 
of  the  Appalachian  program  as  it  has 
been  applied  in  the  several  States  in¬ 
volved  since  its  enactment.  I  find  this 
to  be  one  of  the  best  programs  ever  en¬ 
acted  by  the  Congress  to  assist  the  un¬ 
derdeveloped  areas  of  our  Nation. 

The  program  was  born  out  of  the  de¬ 
sire  of  the  people  in  the  area,  working 


through  their  Governors  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  in  a  true  spirit  of  partner¬ 
ship.  This  partnership  has  demonstrated 
beyond  our  fondest  dreams  what  can  be 
done  when  local  initiative  and  know¬ 
how,  coupled  with  our  Federal  capability, 
are  put  to  work  on  economic  problems. 

I  was  most  happy  to  join  other  Sena¬ 
tors  in  cosponsoring  the  bill  before  us  to 
extend  the  life  of  this  program  and  to 
enlarge  its  application.  I  am  grateful 
to  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  and 
of  the  full  Committee  on  Public  Works 
for  adding  18  counties  in  Mississippi  to 
the  area  designated  to  participate  in  the 
benefits  authorized  in  the  bill.  I  had 
hoped  26  counties  in  Mississippi  that 
have  a  real  desire  to  become  a  part  of 
this  program  could  be  included.  The 
judgment  of  the  committees  was  such 
that  the  area  of  my  State  added  was 
limited  to  those  counties  that  drained 
wholly  or  partially  into  the  Tombigbee 
River. 

It  is  not  only  desirable  but  inevitable 
that  northeast  Mississippi  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  Appalachian  program.  The 
economic  structure  of  northeast  Mis¬ 
sissippi  is  and  has  been  historically  an 
integral  and  inseparable  part  of  the 
southern  Appalachian  region.  Geo¬ 
graphically,  these  18  counties  are  a  part 
of  and  contiguous  to  the  southern  Ap¬ 
palachian  range,  sharing  common  prob¬ 
lems  and  potentialities.  It  is  my  firm 
belief  that  the  addition  of  these  coun¬ 
ties  to  the  Appalachian  program  will  be 
mutually  beneficial  to  all  concerned. 
The  States’  Cochairman  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Governor  of  West  Virginia,  was 
asked  this  question  when  testifying  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Public  Works: 

What  motivated  you  and  the  other  Gov¬ 
ernors  to  approve  the  request  of  Mississippi 
for  inclusion  of  the  26  counties  as  a  part 
of  the  region? 

Governor  Smith  summed  it  up  as 
follows : 

The  Commission  was  approached  in  regard 
to  this  because  of  the  similarity  of  the  area. 
A  study  was  made  by  the  Commission  staff, 
to  compare  the  statistics,  the  level  of  income* 
the  problems  that  existed  in  this  particular 
area.  After  the  report  was  submitted  the 
Governors  studied  it  and  on  the  basis  of  the 
information  contained  in  that  report  we 
found  that  there  was  a  similarity  of  prob¬ 
lems.  The  counties  are  contiguous  and  we 
believe  that  they  would  fit  in  and  would  en¬ 
able  this  program  to  be  mutually  advantage¬ 
ous  to  the  neighboring  States,  those  presently 
in  Appalachia,  as  well  as  to  those  counties 
in  Mississippi. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  hav¬ 
ing  carefully  and  conscientiously  re¬ 
viewed  the  recommendation  that  north¬ 
east  Mississippi  be  included  within  the 
Appalachian  program,  summed  up  their 
findings  in  the  committee  report  on  S. 
602: 

S.  602  recommends  the  addition  of  18  coun¬ 
ties  in  Missisippi.  Much  of  northeastern 
Mississippi  shares  common  economic,  social, 
and  physical  characteristics  with  counties 
in  the  Appalachian  region.  This  area  of 
Mississippi  exhibits  many  of  the  same  condi¬ 
tions  of  deprivation,  such  as,  unemployment, 
educational  lag,  health  needs,  public  facili¬ 
ties  shortages  and  lack  of  adequate  access 
which  the  Appalachian  program  is  seeking 
to  alleviate  in  the  region. 
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On  page  45  of  the  report  accompany¬ 
ing  S.  602  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  sets  forth  findings  on  which  it 
bases  the  recommendation  to  incorporate 
northeast  Mississippi  in  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  program.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  findings  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
from  the  report  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

MISSISSIPPI 

Almost  the  entire  State  of  Mississippi 
shares  the  conditions  of  deprivation,  un¬ 
employment,  educational  lag,  health  needs, 
public  facility  shortages,  and  lack  of  access 
which  are  characteristic  of  the  entire  Appa¬ 
lachian  region. 

Population  growth  in  the  State  of  Missis¬ 
sippi  in  the  decade  of  the  fifties  was  entirely 
offset  by  net  outmigration  of  434,000  persons. 
This  parallels  the  regional  experience  for 
the  same  period,  where  a  net  outmigration 
of  over  2  million  persons  kept  population 
growth  down  to  1.1  percent. 

Per  capita  income  for  Mississippi  in  1960 
was  $966  and  over  50  percent  of  the  families 
in  the  State  had  incomes  under  $3,000,  while 


Source:  Regional  figures  from  PARC  report. 

Most  of  the  Appalachian  region,  as  pres¬ 
ently  defined,  falls  within  the  Piedmont, 
Blue  Ridge,  Appalachian  Valley,  and  Appa¬ 
lachian  Plateau  provinces.  In  addition,  por¬ 
tions  of  Alabama,  Tennessee,  and  Kentucky 
fall  within  the  province  defined  as  “Interior 
Low  Plateau.”  A  portion  of  that  province 
falls  within  extreme  northeastern  Missis¬ 
sippi,  within  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Pren¬ 
tiss,  Tishomingo,  Itawamba,  Monroe, 
Lowndes,  and  Noxabee.  This  area  of  Missis¬ 
sippi  is  identified  as  the  “Fall  Line  Hills,”  a 
province  which  extends  into  and  across  Ala¬ 
bama.  The  Mississippi  portion  of  the  Fall 
Line  Hills,  and  the  adjacent  lands  of  Appa¬ 
lachian  Alabama,  comprise  the  eastern  half 
of  the  Tombigbee  watershed.  This  area  also 
shares  common  characteristics  in  forest  veg¬ 
etation  with  Appalachian  Alabama,  Georgia, 
Tennessee,  and  Kentucky.  These  counties, 
therefore,  constitute  a  geographic  area  with 
direct  physical  ties  to  the  rest  of  Appalachia. 

Three  communities  adjoining  the  Fall  Line 
Hills  in  the  Tombigbee  Valley  provide  many 
of  the  employment  opportunities  and  trade 
services  for  the  area.  They  are:  Corinth  (Al¬ 
corn  County) ,  Tupelo  (Lee  County) ,  and 
Columbus  (Lowndes  County) .  The  labor 
sheds  for  these  three  centers  are  practically 


for  the  region  the  corresponding  figures 
were  $1,405  and  slightly  over  30  percent  of 
the  families. 

Education  levels  in  the  Mississippi  adult 
population  are  lower  than  those  of  the  region 
and  of  the  United  States.  Over  18  percent 
of  the  adult  population  has  completed  less 
than  5  years  of  schooling  and  only  29.8 
percent  has  completed  12  or  more  years  of 
schooling.  The  corresponding  figures  are 
11.6  percent  and  32.3  percent  for  the  region, 
and  8.4  percent  and  41.1  percent  for  the 
United  States,  respectively. 

Employment  in  Mississippi  underwent  the 
same  drastic  shifts  during  1950-60  as  the  re¬ 
gion.  As  shown  in  table  1,  there  was  a  shift 
of  far  greater  proportion  than  that  of  the 
United  States  out  of  the  extractive  industries 
(agriculture  and  mining)  and  an  increase  in 
the  percentage  employed  in  manufacturing 
and  service  industries.  However,  the  ability 
of  the  region’s,  as  well  as  Mississippi’s,  econ¬ 
omy  to  make  opportunities  available  for  those 
workers  released  from  agricultural  and  min¬ 
ing  employment  has  been  inadequate.  This 
resulted  in  a  decrease  of  the  total  number 
of  employed:  —1.5  percent  for  the  region,  and 
—4.8  percent  for  Mississippi,  as  shown  in 
table  2.  This  decrease  would  have  been 
much  higher  if  the  high  level  of  net  out¬ 
migration  had  not  occurred. 


identical  with  the  boundaries  of  the  Tombig¬ 
bee  watershed.  This  conclusion  is  based  on 
commutation  patterns  developed  from  the 
1960  census  employment  data.  This  area  in¬ 
cludes,  in  addition  to  the  counties  already 
mentioned,  Tippah,  Union,  Pontotoc,  Lee, 
Chickasaw,  Clay.  Webster,  Oktibbeho,  Choc¬ 
taw,  Winston,  and  Kemper  Counties. 

These  18  counties  constitute  the  minimum 
area  upon  which  a  regional  development  pro¬ 
gram  could  be  based  in  northeastern  Missis¬ 
sippi.  They  coincide  with  the  Tombigbee 
watershed  in  which  a  master  watershed  de¬ 
velopment  organization  is  operating. 

In  addition,  these  18  counties  make  up  the 
Tombigbee  River  Water  Management  Dis¬ 
trict  and  the  Northeast  Mississippi  Resources 
Conservation  and  Development  Project  Area. 
As  such  they  represent  an  organized  eco¬ 
nomic  planning  area  capable  of  taking  full 
advantage  of  the  Appalachian  program. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  this 
will  not  be  the  first  time  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  northeast  Mississippi  have  united 
with  the  people  of  southern  Appalachia 
in  a  bold,  imaginative,  and  efficient  part¬ 
nership  between  local,  State,  and  Fed¬ 


eral  authorities  in  order  to  initiate  a 
comprehensive  multistate  program  to 
develop  the  economic  potential  of  this 
region. 

Northeast  Mississippi  is  presently 
bound  to  the  southern  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion  by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority, 
the  most  successful  areawide  program 
ever  instituted  by  our  State  and  Federal 
Governments.  The  industrial  and  agri¬ 
cultural  progress  that  has  been  made  in 
this  area  has  been  largely  due  to  the 
electric  power,  fertilizer,  flood  control, 
inland  waterways,  soil  conservation,  and 
restoration  which  TVA  brought  to  this 
region. 

The  people  of  the  southern  Appalach¬ 
ian  region  are  presently  united  in  a 
multistate  program  to  promote  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee 
Slack  Water  Canal,  which  will  traverse 
north  Mississippi  and  link  up  with  the 
great  Appalachian  waterways  to  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico.  With  the  construction  of 
that  canal,  northeast  Mississippi  will  be 
drawn-even  more  closely  into  the  eco¬ 
nomic  orbit  of  the  Appalachian  region. 

If  these  18  counties  are  bound  to  the 
Appalachian  region  by  geographical, 
cultural  and  economic  ties,  and  by  mu¬ 
tual  self-interest,  they  are  bound  even 
more  closely  to  each  other  for  the  same 
reasons.  They  are  bound  together  by  the 
fact  that  they  are  TVA  counties,  that 
they  are  traversed  by  the  proposed  Ten¬ 
nessee-Tombigbee  Canal,  that  they  lie 
within  the  Tombigbee  River  Basin,  and 
for  other  reasons.  For  these  reasons, 
northeast  Mississippi  has  distinct  inter¬ 
ests  and  characteristics  which  are  pecu¬ 
liar  to  that  area  of  the  State.  All  of 
these  counties  are  members  of  the  Tom¬ 
bigbee  River  Water  Management  Dis¬ 
trict,  a  joint  State-county  venture  or¬ 
ganized  with  broad  powers  to  accomplish 
a  comprehensive  program  dealing  with 
all  aspects  of  developing  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  basin. 

Some  of  the  other  multistate  and  or 
multioounty  ventures  in  which  these 
counties  are  involved  are  the  Tombigbee 
River  tributaries  flood  control  project, 
the  Tombigbee  River  Basin  flood  preven¬ 
tion  program-SCS,  resource,  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  program,  the 
Rural  Community  Development  Associa¬ 
tion,  and  the  North  Mississippi  Industrial 
Development  Association. 

Thus,  the  people  of  northeast  Missis¬ 
sippi  have  long  realized  how  the  resources 
of  an  entire  area  can  be  developed  agri¬ 
culturally,  industrially  and  commercially, 
and  otherwise  through  joint  ventures  be¬ 
tween  local.  State  and  Federal  authori¬ 
ties. 

The  application  of  the  Appalachian 
program  has  already  demonstrated,  and 
I  think  will  to  an  even  greater  extent  in 
the  future,  that  by  activating  the  States 
in  putting  up  their  cost  sharing  money 
for  administrative  expenses  and  parti¬ 
cipating  through  their  agencies  in  the 
studies  and  justification  for  projects  that 
we  are  developing  State  capability  to 
move  on  its  own  initiative  and  to  invest 
its  own  resources  in  solving  its  intrastate 
and  local  problems. 

I  feel  that  the  performance  under  the 
program  since  its  activation  fully  justi¬ 
fies  the  increased  authorization  in  both 
mileage  and  funds  for  development  high- 


Table  1. — Distribution  of  employment,  1950  and  1960 


1950 

1960 

Appalach¬ 

ian 

region 

Missis¬ 

sippi 

United 

States 

Appalach¬ 

ian 

region 

Missis¬ 

sippi 

United 

States 

Agriculture _ _ 

14.1 

42.1 

12.4 

6.8 

20.9 

6.7 

Mining _ 

9.2 

.5 

1.6 

3.9 

.7 

1.0 

Construction . 

5.4 

5.1 

6.1 

5.8 

6.6 

5.9 

Manufacturing _ 

27.8 

12.6 

26.0 

32.2 

19.2 

27.1 

Services _ 

43.5 

39.7 

53.9 

51.3 

52.6 

59.3 

Table  2.- 

—Changes  in  employment,  1950-60 

Non-Appa- 

Appalachian 

Mississippi 

lachian 

region 

United 

States 

Agriculture . .  __ 

-52.5 

-47.3 

-35.6 

Mining _  _ _ _ 

_  _  _  _ 

-68.6 

27.0 

-1.0 

5.7 

23.0 

10.8 

Manufacturing _ _ 

14.2 

44.8 

20.6 

16.3 

26.3 

28. 1 

-1.5 

-4.8 

17.1 
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ways  not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  system.  In  my  judgment,  the 
additional  mileage  is  insufficient,  but  it 
will  certainly  contribute  to  the  movement 
of  raw  materials  into  and  finished  prod¬ 
ucts  out  of  the  area. 

I  congratulate  the  committee  on  dou¬ 
bling  the  mileage  for  access  roads  so  that 
the  new  industrial  plants,  health  proj¬ 
ects,  educational  facilities  and  port  and 
recreational  facilities  can  be  reached 
from  the  primary  system  of  highways 
with  ease. 

I  know  that  the  combined  judgment  of 
the  several  States  officials  working  with 
the  Appalachian  Commission  and  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  will  expend  the  authorized 
funds  on  the  projects  determined  to  be 
feasible  so  that  the  maximum  in  eco¬ 
nomic  benefits  will  be  generated. 

The  low  incomes  earned  by  the  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  area  have  been  such  that 
they  have  been  unable  to  participate  in 
our  health  programs  or  to  receive  the 
benefits  of  private  medical  practice  to 
the  extent  desired.  The  construction 
and  operation  of  demonstration  health 
centers  will  encourage  the  citizens  of 
the  area  in  the  use  of  their  own  funds 
to  protect  their  health  and  earning  ca¬ 
pacity. 

One  of  the  most  far-reaching  benefits 
in  the  pending  bill  is  the  encouragement 
of  vocational  educational  facilities  to  pro¬ 
vide  job  training  to  obtain  employment. 
I  know  that  the  administrators  of  the 
educational  program  will  channel  it  to¬ 
ward  the  needs  of  new  industry  being 
located  within  their  immediate  areas  of 
such  facilities  so  that  the  productivity  of 
new  plants  and  existing  industries  can 
achieve  a  more  competitive  position  in 
both  our  domestic  markets  and  in  the 
markets  of  the  world. 

I  am  also  encouraged  that  the  bill  in¬ 
cludes  incentives  over  and  above  our 
existing  programs  for  the  Nation  to  help 
in  the  development  of  adequate  water 
supplies  and  distribution  systems  and  for 
the  treatment  and  disposal  of  municipal 
and  industrial  wastes.  Water  is  one  of 
our  most  valuable  resources  and  it  will  be 
essential  to  protect  its  quality  and  at  the 
same  time  that  we  encourage  and  in¬ 
crease  its  use  for  the  development  of  the 
economy  of  the  depressed  areas. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  again  that,  in 
my  judgment  this  is  very  beneficial  legis¬ 
lation.  It  meets  the  needs  of  our  long 
economically  depressed  areas  and  by 
making  it  more  productive  will  strength¬ 
en  our  entire  Nation. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield  now  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Has  any  change  been 
made  in  the  bill  dealing  with  the  former- 
existing  law  covering  strip  mining  oper¬ 
ations? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  No.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  in  no  way  altered  that  legis¬ 
lation.  We  know  of  the  interest  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  interest  is  in 
awaiting  a  report  from  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  as  to  what  course  we 
ought  to  follow.  My  only  concern  is 
that  there  has  been  no  change  in  the 
law. 


Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  committee  is 
also  interested  hi  the  report  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  which  is  to 
be  sent  to  the  Congress  by  July  1,  1967. 

In  that  connection,  I  read  from  page 
39  of  the  report  accompanying  S.  602: 

The  committee  wishes  to  make  it  abso¬ 
lutely  clear  that  none  of  the  changes  which 
it  has  recommended  are  designed  or  in¬ 
tended  to  remove  the  restriction  contained 
in  subsection  (d)  of  section  205  relating  to 
use  of  funds  authorized  under  that  section 
on  privately  owned  lands. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  now  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  support  S.  602,  which  extends 
and  revises  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  Appalachian  program — now  2 
years  old — has  laid  the  foundations  for 
rejuvenating  the  economy  of  this  vast 
underdeveloped  region  which  ranges 
across  a  dozen  of  our  eastern  States. 

The  Appalachian  program  has  been 
successful  over  the  past  2  years  in  setting 
in  motion  a  number  of  activities  that 
are  essential  to  any  permanent  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  Appalachian  economy.  I  do 
not  mean  to  imply  that  the  job  has  been 
completed  in  Appalachia,  but  it  is  well 
underway  on  several  fronts  which  have 
particular  application  to  Pennsylvania. 

First  of  all,  the  Appalachian  Develop¬ 
ment  Highway  System  has  been  quickly 
put  under  construction.  The  Appalach¬ 
ian  Commission  acted  promptly  at  the 
outset  to  decide  what  highways  should  be 
built  to  get  construction  going.  For  this 
it  should  be  commended,  for  this  network 
of  strategically  placed  highways,  criss¬ 
crossing  Appalachia  in  all  directions, 
will  have  a  profound  and  long-range  im¬ 
pact  on  many  of  the  region’s  communi¬ 
ties.  This  highway  system  will  add  more 
value  to  other  development  projects 
initiated  under  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  by  increasing  Appalachia’s  acces¬ 
sibility  to  other  parts  of  the  Nation  and 
to  other  parts  of  Appalachia. 

The  432  miles  of  Appalachian  high¬ 
ways  earmarked  for  Pennsylvania  in¬ 
clude  several  routes  whose  improvement 
and  construction  cannot  fail  to  enhance 
the  development  potential  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  The  reconstruction  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  U.S.  routes  220  and  15  under  the 
Appalachian  program  will  provide  a  de¬ 
cent  direct  north-south  highway  through 
central  Pennsylvania  for  the  first  time  in 
its  history.  Similarly,  the  rebuilding  of 
U.S.  route  22  with  Appalachian  highway 
funds  will  fill  a  serious  gap  in  east-west 
transportation,  and  will  serve  several 
major  population  centers  such  as  Al¬ 
toona,  Johnstown,  and  Pittsburgh. 

The  second  major  front  on  which  the 
Appalachian  program  has  shown  prog¬ 
ress  consists  of  the  unique  contribution 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion  to  Federal-State  relationships.  The 
Commission  comprises  the  interests  of 
the  Federal  and  State  governments,  each 
having  equal  representation.  Unlike 
most  Government  programs,  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program  gives  the  States  a  major 
role  in  determining  Commission  policy 
as  to  the  economic  development  of  the 
region,  and  in  directing  the  expenditure 
of  Federal  funds.  The  Appalachian 


Commission  has  been  the  instrument 
which  enables  the  State  and  Federal 
Governments  to  work  together  toward 
a  common  objective  of  developing  the 
Appalachian  economy. 

The  Commission  has  proved  thus  far 
to  be  the  best  example  of  creative  fed¬ 
eralism  that  I  know  of.  Not  only  do  the 
Appalachian  States  have  primary  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  planning  and  initiating 
projects,  but  they  actually  share  with  the 
Federal  Government  in  making  decisions 
and  establishing  policy.  In  addition  to 
promoting  harmonious  relations  between 
the  States  and  the  Federal  Government, 
the  Commission  has  promoted  a  high 
degree  of  cooperation  among  the  12  Ap¬ 
palachian  States.  It  is  this  interstate 
cooperation  in  the  Appalachian  program 
that  has  been  primarily  responsible  for 
the  Commission’s  success  in  deciding  the 
location  of  highway  routes  and  the 
smooth  implementation  of  other  ele¬ 
ments  of  the  Appalachian  program. 

The  Appalachian  program  has  dem¬ 
onstrated  a  valid  and  workable  approach 
to  one  of  the  Nation’s  most  critical  do¬ 
mestic  problems — the  need  to  decentral¬ 
ize  the  decisionmaking  about  Federal 
grant  programs,  as  well  as  their  admin¬ 
istration.  In  2  short  years,  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  States  have  measured  up  to  the 
responsibilities  given  them  under  the 
Appalachian  program. 

The  third  major  task  being  performed 
by  the  Appalachian  program  with  special 
ramifications  for  Pennsylvania  is  the 
restoration  and  rehabilitation  of  lands 
damaged  by  past  and  present  mining 
practices.  This  program  is  particularly 
valuable  to  Pennsylvania  where  strip 
mining,  mine  fires,  and  the  threat  of 
mine  cave-ins  have  long  impeded  eco¬ 
nomic  development  near  its  major  Ap¬ 
palachian  population  centers. 

The  program  to  prevent  mine  subsid¬ 
ence  and  to  extinguish  and  control 
mine  fires  was  included  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Act  at  the  specific  request  of 
Senator  Scott,  Governor  Scranton,  and 
myself.  Pennsylvania  is  uniquely  af¬ 
flicted  by  these  problems  in  its  north¬ 
eastern  anthracite  region  and  in  the 
bituminous  area  around  Pittsburgh.  All 
of  the  funds  appropriated  for  sealing  and 
filling  mine  voids  and  for  the  control  of 
mine  voids  and  for  the  control  of  mine 
fires  have  been  granted  to  Pennsylvania. 
The  Appalachian  Commission  has  to 
date  approved  31  mine  fire  and  sub¬ 
sidence  projects  in  the  Commonwealth. 
The  total  cost  of  these  is  estimated  at 
$22.5  million,  including  a  75-percent 
Federal  share  of  $17  million. 

In  addition  to  the  mine  fire  and  sub¬ 
sidence  projects  approved  thus  far  by 
the  Commission,  Pennsylvania  has  iden¬ 
tified  more  projects  which  would  require 
more  than  $35  million  in  Federal  funds 
at  the  present  75-25  matching  ratio. 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  much  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  Appalachian  mine  area 
restoration  program  to  Pennsylvania. 
The  existence  of  mine  fires  throughout 
the  State  threatens  residential  and  com¬ 
mercial  property  worth  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  Noxious  fumes  and  gases  released 
by  these  fires  endanger  the  health  of 
thousands  of  our  citizens.  These  haz¬ 
ards  received  much  nationwide  attention 
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last  Thanksgiving  when  several  families 
were  forced  to  evacuate  their  homes  in 
■South  Scranton  in  order  to  escape  poi¬ 
sonous  fumes  released  by  a  large  mine 
fire.  For  the  control  of  South  Scranton 
mine  fire,  the  Appalachian  Commission 
approved  $3,375,000  to  protect  health  and 
property  in  Pennsylvania’s  fourth  largest 
city. 

Eleven  mine  fire  control  projects  under 
the  Appalachian  program  are  now  in 
progress  under  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Mines,  involving  almost  $9  million  in 
Federal  funds. 

Of  equal  importance  to  the  Common¬ 
wealth  has  been  the  program  to  combat 
mine  subsidence  in  the  Scranton-Wilkes 
Barre  area  of  our  northeastern  anthro- 
cite  coal  fields.  The  Appalachian  Com¬ 
mission  has  approved  six  subsidence 
projects  involving  $4.5  million  out  of  a 
total  cost  of  $6  million. 

The  $39,150,000  authorized  in  S.  602 
for  mine  area  restoration  is  urgently 
needed  to  continue  the  momentum 
started  over  the  past  2  years  in  combat¬ 
ing  these  two  serious  Pennsylvania  prob¬ 
lems.  Economic  development  can  never 
be  fully  achieved  in  Appalachian  Penn¬ 
sylvania  until  its  mine  fire  and  subsi¬ 
dence  problems  are  solved.  This  is  espe¬ 
cially  true  since  the  most  serious  subsi¬ 
dence  problems  are  found  near  Wilkes- 
Barre  and  Scranton  in  the  heavily  popu¬ 
lated  Wyoming  Valley  of  northeastern 
Pennsylvania  which  must  serve  as  the 
focus  for  economic  growth  in  that  part 
of  the  State.  This  area  and  the  Pitts¬ 
burgh  area  are  also  where  the  most  seri¬ 
ous  mine  fire  problems  exist,  and  they 
must  be  dealt  with  in  order  to  enhance 
the  growth  potential  of  these  major 
metropolitan  areas. 

The  third  major  element  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  mining  restoration  program  is 
its  provision  for  rehabilitation  of  strip 
mined  areas.  This  part  of  the  program 
has  not  moved  at  a  rapid  pace  since  the 
Appalachian  Act  provides  that  only  pub¬ 
licly  owned  lands  may  be  reclaimed  un¬ 
der  this  program,  and  little  of  the  land 
in  Appalachia  scarred  by  strip  mining  is 
in  public  ownership. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  report 
of  July  1966  indicated  that  only  4  per¬ 
cent  of  the  strip  mined  acreage  in  Ap¬ 
palachia  is  in  public  ownership  and  few 
of  the  States  or  local  governments  have 
the  capacity  to  acquire  these  lands  for 
reclamation. 

Later  on  this  year  I  intend  to  intro¬ 
duce  legislation  which  would  establish  a 
program  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  to 
provide  for  the  rehabilitation  of  strip 
mined  lands  not  in  public  ownership. 
We  cannot  afford  to  postpone  action  on 
tins  critical  problem  indefinitely;  too 
much  is  at  stake  for  the  people  of  my 
State  and  the  other  States  of  this  region 
whose  future  is  tied  up  with  the  fate  of 
these  blighted  lands. 

The  three  elements  of  the  Appalachian 
mine  restoration  program — strip  mine 
reclamation,  mine  fire  extinguishment, 
and  the  elimination  of  surface  sub¬ 
sidence — all  are  intended  to  improve  the 
environment  in  Appalachia  with  a  view 
to  future  development.  S.  602  adds  to 
these  existing  programs  the  authority  to 


combat  another  serious  mining  problem, 
the  reclamation  of  mine  waste  piles 
caused  by  underground  mining.  Those 
waste  piles,  which  can  be  found  through¬ 
out  Pennsylvania,  as  well  as  other  Ap¬ 
palachian  States,  are  as  unsightly  and 
detrimental  to  the  environment  as  the 
strip  mine  scars  which  afflict  much  of 
the  region.  Therefore,  the  rehabilita¬ 
tion  of  mine  waste  piles,  along  with  the 
other  reclamation  programs,  will  con¬ 
tribute  greatly  to  better  environmental 
conditions  in  Appalachia. 

I  do  feel,  however,  that  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission  has  made 
an  impact  on  the  strip  mining  problem 
apart  from  the  approval  of  strip  mine 
restoration  projects.  This  impact  has 
taken  the  form  of  State  regulations  gov¬ 
erning  strip  mining  inspired  in  part  by 
the  example  set  by  the  State  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  and  others.  Pennsylvania  was 
the  first  State  in  the  Nation  to  enact  a 
strict  set  of  regulations — in  1963.  Since 
that  time  it  has  been  followed  by  two 
other  Appalachian  States,  Kentucky 
and  West  Virginia,  which  have  enacted 
equally  strict  laws  governing  strip  min¬ 
ing  within  the  two  States.  At  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  Virginia  ■  and  Tennessee  are 
considei*ing  similar  legislation.  It  is 
apparent  that  the  close  association  of 
all  of  these  States  on  the  Appalachian 
Commission  has  served  to  advance  the 
cause  of  State -sponsored  strip  mining 
legislation  throughout  the  Appalachian 
region.  It  is  also  apparent  that  these 
States,  in  the  process  of  learning  from 
one  and  other,  have  assumed  a  substan¬ 
tial  amount  of  responsibility  at  then- 
own  level  of  government  in  meeting  the 
strip  mining  problem. 

Pennsylvania’s  and  Appalachia’s  im¬ 
mediate  mine  restoration  problems  are 
now  in  the  process  of  being  solved  under 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act.  There  remains,  however,  one  very 
serious  problem  in  Appalachia’s  rivers 
and  streams  which  to  date  has  not  been 
tackled  under  the  Appalachian  program. 

I  refer  to  the  discharge  of  acid,  drain¬ 
ing  into  thousands  of  miles  of  the  re¬ 
gion’s  streams  as  a  result  of  both  deep 
and  surface  mining  operations.  I  have 
accordingly  written  and  sponsored  an 
amendment  to  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  which  appears  in  S.  602 
to  cope  with  the  problem  of  acid  mine 
drainage.  My  amendment  authorizes 
$3  million  in  Federal  funds  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  program  for  fighting  acid 
pollution  in  Appalachia  resulting  from 
mining  activities. 

Considex-able  research  has  been  earned 
on  by  the  Fedei'al  Government  in  the 
past  concerning  acid  mine  drainage. 
However,  action  proposals  have  been 
sadly  lacking.  My  amendment  to  the 
Appalachian  Act  gives  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission,  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  other  relevant  agen¬ 
cies  authority  to  devise  a  specific  pro¬ 
gram  to  implement  all  of  the  various 
l-eseai-ch  that  has  been  conducted  on  this 
px-oblem. 

Some  4,300  miles  of  Appalachian 
stx-eams  contain  acid  pollution,  and  half 
of  this  mileage  is  located  in  Pennsylvania 
in  all  of  the  State’s  major  river  basins. 
Our  Susquehanna  River  Basin  alone  con¬ 


tains  800  miles  of  acid  polluted  water¬ 
ways.  The  Delaware  Basin  contains  140 
miles  of  acid  pollution  and  more  than 
1,000  miles  within  the  Ohio  River  Basin 
are  polluted. 

As  in  the  case  of  mine  fires  and  mine 
subsidence,  economic  development  will 
not  be  fully  accomplished  xxntil  the 
streams  of  Appalachia  are  made  clean. 
Water  is  one  of  Appalachia’s  most  pre¬ 
cious  assets,  but  if  the  water  is  unfit  for 
human  and  industi-ial  use,  thei-e  can  be 
no  adequate  development  along  the  4,000 
miles  of  major  streams  containing  the 
pollution. 

I  am  confident  that  this  important 
amendment  to  the  Appalachian  program 
will  produce  results  in  cleaning  up  Ap¬ 
palachian  water  supplies.  This  proposal 
calls  for  developing  a  pi-ogram  for  the 
control,  reduction  or  elimination  of  acid 
pollution  in  the  region.  The  study  that 
will  be  conducted  will  identify  the  soxxrces 
of  acid  mine  pollution  throughout  Ap¬ 
palachia  ;  it  will  identify  present  and  po¬ 
tential  water  xise  activities  affected  by 
acid  mine  pollution;  it  will  identify 
known  methods  and  costs  for  the  con¬ 
trol  and  abatement  of  acid  pollution,  and 
it  will  estimate  the  economic  and  social 
benefits  that  will  x-esult  from  reducing 
acid  pollution  in  the  region’s  streams. 

The  prompt  enactment  of  S.  602  will 
continue  the  valuable  work  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  regional  development  program 
in  its  attack  upon  the  problems  of  Ap¬ 
palachia.  This  program  has  started  the 
long-range  planning  and  action  neces- 
sai-y  to  cine  the  problems  of  deterioi-ating 
commmxities,  the  rehabilitation  of  min¬ 
ing  areas,  the  serioxis  educational  prob¬ 
lems  which  hold  the  region  back,  the 
chronic  underdevelopment  which  results 
ixx  inadequate  access,  and  a  host  of  oth¬ 
er  problems.  This  bill,  adding  several 
new  ingredients  to  the  oiiginal  Appa¬ 
lachian  Act  will  carry  Appalachia  closer 
to  the  eradication  of  the  poverty  and  un¬ 
employment  which  have  too  long  plagued 
it. 

May  I  now  have  the  attention  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  the 
floor  manager  of  the  bill? 

I  say  to  my  good  fxiend  that  I  must 
express  my  deep  gratitude  to  him  for 
his  willingness  to  include  in  the  bill  the 
amendment  which  I  sponsored  dealing 
with  acid  mine  pollution  water  going 
into  our  stx-eams.  I  thaxxk  the  Senator 
from  the  bottom  of  my  heart  for  his 
courtesy  in  this  regai-d.  I  am  sure  he 
will  be  repaid  many  times  over.  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  a  somewhat  similar  prob¬ 
lem  in  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  Px-esident,  I  re¬ 
call  the  constractive  coixti’ibutions  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  dur¬ 
ing  the  eai-lier  consideration  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  legislation  in  1965.  At  that 
time  he  addressed  himself  to  the  effect 
of  mine  acids  on  the  sti*eams  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  the 
State  of  West  Virginia,  and  other  areas 
within  the  region. 

The  committee  considered  the  mat¬ 
ter,  and  embraced  his  thinking  in  1965, 
and  we  have  done  so  again  in  1967. 
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On  page  43,  of  the  committee  report 
filed  with  S.  602,  we  recommend  this  new 
subsection,  stating: 

This  provision  calls  for  the  development 
of  a  comprehensive  action  program  to  at¬ 
tack  the  problem  of  acid  pollution  in  the 
rivers  and  streams  of  the  region. 

The  report  discusses  the  matter  of 
underground  and  surface  mines  in  the 
Appalachian  region,  particularly  in  six 
States.  It  points  out  the  problems  in  the 
Loicona  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  where  fish  and  other  water  life 
have  been  destroyed  and  where  deterio¬ 
ration  of  the  recreational  and  social  value 
of  the  streams  has  occurred. 

We  are  concerned  about  the  need  for 
control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine  pol¬ 
lution,  not  only  at  the  Federal  but  also 
at  the  State  level. 

Pennsylvania  is  actively  engaged  in 
this  type  of  endeavor. 

We  think  that  private  efforts  are  also 
valuable.  It  is  necessary  that  the  re¬ 
search  programs  concerned  with  acid 
pollution  and  the  treatment  of  polluted 
water  be  carefully  studied  before  we  act. 

We  have  given  careful  thought  to  this 
subsection  which  embraces  the  ideas  of 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania.  I  am, 
of  course,  very  grateful  for  his  words 
about  the  work  of  the  committee  and  my 
effort  in  these  matters. 

Earlier  in  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  he  spoke  of  the  de¬ 
velopmental  roads  in  Appalachia,  and 
he  highlighted  one  of  those  roads  in 
Pennsylvania,  notably  the  corridor  be¬ 
tween  Altoona  and  the  area  near  Harris¬ 
burg. 

On  page  10  of  our  report  is  a  map 
which  lays  out  the  segments  of  the  de¬ 
velopmental  highway  system. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  friend,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia. 

I  intend  to  introduce  and  to  press  for 
the  enactment  of  legislation  which  would 
establish  a  program  within  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Region  Commission’s  jurisdic¬ 
tion  to  provide  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
strip  mine  lands  not  under  public 
ownership. 

The  Senator  will  recall,  I  am  sure, 
that  I  mentioned  to  him  and  laid  a  good 
deal  of  weight  upon  the  subject. 

The  Senator  pointed  out  to  me  that 
one  member  of  his  committee  was  ada¬ 
mantly  opposed  to  this  proposal.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  in  the  U.S.  Senate  we 
cannot  always  agree.  Government  by 
consensus  is  not  always  possible. 

In  Pennsylvania  we  need  help  to  get 
our  privately  owned  strip  mines  cleared 
up.  Whether  there  is  opposition  or  not, 
I  will  press  for  the  enactment  of  such 
legislation. 

The  people  need  the  protection  af¬ 
forded  by  such  legislation,  and  they  are 
pressing  me  for  such  a  measure. 

When  the  time  comes  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  is  put  in  the 
unfortunate  position  of  having  to  arbi¬ 
trate  between  one  Senator  and  another, 
I  hope  that  he  will  afford  me  a  full  hear¬ 
ing  to  help  persuade  him  that  this  par¬ 
ticular  provision  is  badly  needed  by  my 
constituents  in  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  When  that  times 
comes,  there  will  be  a  complete  hearing 


and  the  advocacy  of  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  will  certainly  be  given 
serious  consideration  by  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator.  There  is  one  other  matter 
which  does  not  deal  with  Pennsylvania. 

The  two  Senators  from  New  York,  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy] 
and  I  have  recently  returned  from  a  field 
trip  to  Mississippi  in  connection  with  the 
poverty  program. 

The  junior  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  and  I  spent  the  day  tour¬ 
ing  the  delta  counties  of  Mississippi. 

I  heard  the  colloquy  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  with  the  two  Senators  from  Missis¬ 
sippi.  I  can  understand  the  reasons  why 
he  felt  it  not  desirable  at  this  time  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  number  of  counties  covered  by 
Appalachia. 

The  one  thing  that  concerns  me  is  the 
desperate  poverty  we  found  in  the  delta 
counties  of  Mississippi  where  literally 
hundreds,  if  not  thousands,  of  families 
are,  if  not  starving,  at  least  suffering 
from  malnutrition  and  hunger. 

If  ever  there  were  an  area  in  the  coun¬ 
try  that  should  be  included  in  the  App- 
lachian  program,  it  is  those  delta  counties 
of  Mississippi. 

I  would  hope  that  in  due  course  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  would  give 
careful  consideration  to  expanding  the 
area  of  Appalachia  so  that  it  is  not  nec¬ 
essary  to  have  a  hill  or  a  mountain  in 
order  to  qualify  under  Appalachia. 

I  do  not  like  the  geographical  deter¬ 
mination  as  to  what  is  to  be  considered 
eligible. 

We  should  be  thinking  of  people  and 
not  of  geography. 

If  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  and 
his  colleagues  on  the  committee  feel,  in 
their  infinite  wisdom,  that  we  cannot 
expand  the  geography  to  take  in  the 
desperately  poor  counties  of  Mississippi, 
then  I  would  urge  a  new  interstate  com¬ 
pact  of  Arkansas,  Mississippi,  and  Ten¬ 
nessee  where  the  conditions  are  just  as 
deplorable  as  those  found  in  Mississippi. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  for 
his  remarks  concerning  the  result  of  his 
on-the-ground  survey  and  investigation 
of  that  area  of  our  country  as  a  member 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Poverty  of  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

We  had  a  rather  lengthy  discussion 
within  the  subcommittee  yesterday  con¬ 
cerning  the  findings  by  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  in  that  area. 

I  remind  the  Senator  that  I  have  in¬ 
dicated  in  the  discussions  here  today 
that  we  do  not  have  a  hard  and  fast 
criteria.  Geographical  location  is  but 
one  of  the  factors.  However,  I  would 
note  that  Public  Law  89-136,  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development'  Act 
of  1965,  provides  the  machinery  for  a 
more  appropriate  and  effective  solution 
by  creation  of  a  Delta  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion  in  that  area,  if  the  Governors  of  the 
States  so  desire. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  was 
not  present  when  I  read  the  language 
which  indicates  that,  in  the  future.  Con¬ 
gress  itself  would  determine  which  areas 


could  come  within  tfie  Appalachian 
region. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  that  we  are, 
intensely  interested  in  the  humane  equa¬ 
tion  as  well  as  in  the  natural  aspects  of 
the  area. 

I  thank  the  Senator.  I  yield  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  as  a  resi¬ 
dent  of  and  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
I  have  had  opportunity  to  observe  the 
administration  of  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  an  exceedingly  well  con¬ 
ceived  program. 

I  am  delighted  to  be  able  to  say,  from 
having  observed  it  in  operation,  that  it  is 
not  only  well  conceived  but  has  also  been 
well  administered. 

I  commend  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  for  the 
vision  and  the  energy  which  he  has  mani¬ 
fested  as  floor  manager  of  the  bill  on  this 
occasion  and  at  the  time  when  the  bill 
was  originally  passed. 

The  Senator  certainly  deserves  the 
thanks  of  all  of  the  people  of  Appalachia 
as  well  as  the  thanks  of  the  people  of 
the  country  for  the  great  work  he  has 
done  in  assisting  in  formulating  the 
pending  bill  and  piloting  it  through  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
conscious  of  the  contribution  which  has 
been  made  to  this  legislation  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  North 
Carolina. 

I  recall  many  conversations  with  him 
about  the  region  and  the  involvement  of 
counties  in  North  Carolina.  He  has  ever 
sought  to  keep  current  on  the  legislation 
and  the  achievements  attained  under  this 
program  as  it  has  moved  into  its  opera¬ 
tive  phase  during  the  past  2  years. 

It  is  very  heartening  to  have  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  assurance  of  his  continuing  interest 
and  efforts. 

I  am  very  grateful  to  the  Senator  for 
his  comments  concerning  my  work  in 
this  area  of  legislation. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  thank  the  Senator,  and 
I  should  like  to  join  in  his  observation 
that  the  Appalachia  program  represents 
what  may  be  called  creative  federalism 
at  its  best. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  At  its  best. 

In  the  history  of  Congress,  I  do  not 
believe  that  we  have  ever  moved  in  a 
regional  concept  as  we  have  in  Appa¬ 
lachia.  And  how  fortunate  we  were,  I 
say  to  the  Senators  who  are  on  the  floor 
at  this  time,  that  we  came  to  this  body 
only  after  4  years  of  very  careful  con¬ 
sideration.  The  States  themselves — not 
just  the  people  in  Washington,  D.C. — 
worked  on  these  problems.  We  had  a 
task  force  which  went  out  to  learn  the 
problems.  Only  then  did  we  develop  leg¬ 
islation  to  provide  the  structure  under 
which  the  constructive  answers  might  be 
brought  into  being. 


INVESTMENT  TAX  CREDIT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bartlett  in  the  chair).  The  hour  of 
2  o’clock  having  arrived,  the  Chair  lays 
before  the  Senate  the  pending  business, 
which  the  clerk  will  report. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S5988 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
6950)  to  restore  the  investment  credit 
and  the  allowance  of  accelerated  depre¬ 
ciation  in  the  case  of  certain  real  prop¬ 
erty. 


REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  THE 

APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVEL¬ 
OPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  temporarily  laid  aside,  and 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  further 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  161  (S. 
602),  the  bill  to  revise  and  extend  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none  and 
it  is  so  ordered.  * 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  hope  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan]  who 
is  now  on  his  feet,  will  understand  that  I 
have  a  commitment  to  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker]. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  That 
is  perfectly  all  right.  I  appreciate  the 
commitment  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  and  I  shall  remain  on  my  feet 
until  the  Senator  is  ready  to  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  To  have  two  Sena¬ 
tors  standing  firmly  on  behalf  of  this  leg¬ 
islation  is  very  encouraging.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  a  member 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  am  glad  to  yield  at 
this  time  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina,  who  is  my  senior  in  length  of 
service. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  What  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  has  said  is  characteristic 
of  him,  and  since  he  has  said  it  in  the 
way  he  has,  I  shall  now  return  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Tennessee  for  yielding  to  me  at  this  time. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  of  which  I 
have  the  pleasure  to  be  a  member,  that  I 
have  attended  all  the  committee  hearings 
in  connection  with  the  bill,  and  I  have 
studied  it  very  carefully.  I  have  taken  a 
particular  interest  in  the  bill  because  of 
the  geographic  location  of  the  area  in¬ 
volved  and  the  number  of  people  it  af¬ 
fects,  people  who  would  not  be  reached 
if  it  were  not  for  this  legislation. 

I  am  familiar  with  practically  all  the 
territory  covered  in  the  bill.  Of  all  the 
Federal  programs  with  which  I  am  fa¬ 
miliar,  this  one  has  ben  conducted  better 
and  more  economically  and  has  brought 
more  benefit  for  the  money  spent  than 
has  any  other  legislation  of  this  nature. 

The  access  roads  which  are  being  con¬ 
structed  under  this  legislation  are  reach-' 
ing  people  who  would  not  be  reached  for 
probably  another  generation,  because 
highway  commissions,  the  agencies  which 
administer  Federal  aid  for  highways,  and 
other  agencies  cannot  provide  funds  for 
areas  of  sparse  population.  But  where 
access  roads  have  been  constructed,  in¬ 
dustry  has  followed.  I  strongly  recom¬ 
mend  the  enactment  of  the  bill  because 
of  the  great  benefits  it  provides. 


As  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
pointed  out  earlier  today,  the  bill  was  not 
drawn  up  hastily  by  any  means.  It  was 
under  study  for  a  long  time.  The  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  each  of  the  States  involved  has 
taken  an  active  interest  in  the  legislation, 
together  with  the  commission,  in  submit¬ 
ting  recommendations.  The  program  is 
reaching  the  people  it  is  supposed  to 
reach,  and  it  is  doing  a  wonderful  job. 

I  commend  the  chairman  for  his  ex¬ 
cellent  work  in  formulating  the  bill,  and 
I  join  with  the  other  members  of  the 
committee  in  urging  its  enactment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Carolina.  Twenty-nine 
counties  within  his  State  are  embraced 
in  the  Appalachian  region,  and  in  those 
counties  we  do  find  the  conditions  which 
he  has  described.  But,  more  important, 
in  finding  those  conditions  we  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  bring  programs  into  being 
that  were  not  in  the  nature  of  hand¬ 
outs.  The  people  in  this  area  want  pro¬ 
ductive  programs,  assistance  programs, 
the  helping-hand  programs — not  hand¬ 
out  programs.  The  people  in  North 
Carolina,  as  have  the  people  in  the 
other  areas  of  the  Appalachian  region, 
have  helped  this  program  move  forward. 
I  express  my  appreciation  of  them,  and 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
privilege  to  speak  in  support  of  S.  602, 
a  bill  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965.  I  do  so  without  reservation,  and 
I  do  so  with  the  full  knowledge  that  this 
measure,  like  most  other  measures  which 
are  presented  to  this  body,  is  not  per¬ 
fect. 

I  am  keenly  aware  that  there  are  dif¬ 
ferences  of  opinon  about  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  various  programs  and  on  the 
precise  location  and  the  philosophy  em¬ 
ployed  for  the  location  of  corridors  and 
access  roads,  even  to  the  point  of  which 
counties  should  be  included  and  which 
counties  should  not. 

The  point  is  that  I  am  not  now  con¬ 
cerned,  nor  is  the  Senate  concerned, 
with  the  precise  implementation  of  this 
measure,  but  rather  with  the  judgment 
of  the  effectiveness  of  the  vehicle  we 
have  chosen  to  accomplish  our  purposes. 

In  this  respect,  I  believe  that  the  bill 
is  outstanding.  I  believe  it  is,  in  fact, 
on  the  threshold  of  being  a  new  and 
prototypical  approach  to  social  legisla¬ 
tive  problems,  and  its  importance  far 
transcends  the  mere  specific  accomplish¬ 
ments  which  are  undertaken  within  the 
purview  of  the  description  contained  in 
the  bill  itself. 

I  commend  our  distinguished  chair¬ 
man,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Randolph],  for  his  diligent  labors 
in  connection  with  the  framing  of  this 
extension,  and  commend  him  as  one  of 
the  architects  of  the  original  legislation 
in  a  Congress  in  which  I  was  not  privi¬ 
leged  to  serve. 

By  the  same  token,  I  commend  the 
ranking  Republican  member  of  the 
committee,  the  distingiushed  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  for  his 
substantial  contribution  to  the  structur- 
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ing  of  the  original  concept  and  now  the 
extension  which  is  before  the  Senate. 

As  a  very  junior  Member  of  this  body, 

I  am  impressed  with  the  fact  that 
through  the  leadership  of  our  chairman, 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  and  our 
ranking  Republican  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Kentucky,  we 
have  had  responsive  and  responsible 
hearings,  and  that  we  have  produced  and 
the  committee  has  reported  a  bill  that 
Congress  and  the  country  can  be  proud  of 
for  its  promise  of  accomplishment  in  the 
future — this,  notwithstanding  that  there 
are  imperfections  in  all  pieces  of  legisla¬ 
tion  and  imperfections  in  the  method  and 
application  of  the  remedies  provided 
for. 

I  join  my  colleagues  on  the  committee 
in  urging  the  support  of  the  bill,  which 
received  the  unanimous  approval  of  all 
members  of  the  committee  and  the  sub¬ 
committee,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  thank  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
for  yielding  me  the  time  to  make  these 
remarks. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
McGee  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  lias  the  floor. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  final  pas¬ 
sage. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague,  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky,  and  in  yielding  I  wish  to  say 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  is  cor¬ 
rect  as  to  the  constructive  contributions 
of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  to  this 
legislation  in  1965  and  again  1967.  I 
know  of  the  contributions  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky,  and  I  am  not 
merely  indulging  in  pleasantries  when  I 
say  that  we  have  approached  this  mat¬ 
ter  side  by  side,  as  have  all  members  of 
the  committee;  and  to  have  a  newer 
member  of  our  committee,  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker],  come  in 
and  study  this  problem  with  us  has  been 
very  heartening  and  helpful  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  for  his  generous  comments 
about  my  work  on  the  bill. 

I,  too,  can  say,  without  any  exaggera¬ 
tion,  that  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  provided  us  with  leadership  in 
the  development  of  this  bill,  which  ex¬ 
tends  and  revises  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965.  It  has 
been  a  great  pleasure  to  work  with  him, 
and  with  all  members  of  the  committee 
on  this  significant  bill.  I  know  that  the 
-chairman  of  the  committee  would  join 
with  me  when  I  say  also  that  the  interest 
of  the  new  members  of  our  committee 
has  been  of  valuable  assistance. 

Yesterday  I  made  an  extensive  state¬ 
ment,  which  is  in  the  Record.  It  de¬ 
scribes  the  revisions  and  amendments 
and  additions  to  the  act  of  1965  which 
have  been  made  by  the  committee  bill,  S. 
602,  and  describes  them  in  some  detail.  I 
shall  not  dwell  upon  the  substance  of  the 
bill  today.  I  ask,  however,  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Record  include  at  this 
point,  a  rather  technical  analysis  of  the 
bill,  and  a  comparison  of  the  2-year  au- 
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thorizations  in  this  bill  with  the  au¬ 
thorizations  for  the  first  2  years  of  the 
program,  which  I  have  had  prepared. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
and  comparison  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Section-by-Section  Analysis  of  S.  602 

Sec.  102  (p.  28,  line  24).  Amends  Section 
102  of  the  Act  by  striking  clause  (9),  which 
includes  as  a  function  of  the  Commission  ad¬ 
vising  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  on  applica¬ 
tions  for  grants  for  administrative  expenses 
to  local  development  districts.  (Conforms 
to  Section  120  transferring  from  Commerce 
to  the  Commission  authority  under  Section 
302  of  the  Act  to  make  these  grants.) 

Sec.  103  (p.  29,  line  5).  Amends  Section 

105  of  the  Act,  which  provides  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Commission  to  be 
paid  half  by  the  Federal  government  and 
half  by  the  States  after  June  30,  1967,  to 
provide  for  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Co- 
chairman,  his  alternate  and  staff  to  be  paid 
wholly  by  the  Federal  government. 

Authorizes  (by  direct  appropriation  to  the 
Commission)  $1,700,000  for  administrative 
expenses  for  the  next  two  fiscal  years,  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $400,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenses  of  Federal  Cochairman  and 
his  staff.  (Compares  to  $2,000,000  authorized 
first  two  years  for  all  administrative  expenses 
of  Commission.) 

Sec.  104  (p.  30,  line  10).  Amends  section 

106  of  the  Act,  which  includes  among  the 
administrative  powers  of  the  Commission  the 
authority  to  enter  into  leases,  to  provide  spe¬ 
cific  authority  to  lease  office  space  through 
June  30,  1971  “notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law”. 

Sec.  105  (p.  31,  line  1).  Amends  and  re¬ 
states  Section  201  of  the  Act,  authorizing 
the  Appalachian  development  highway  sys¬ 
tem,  as  follows: 

(a)  Substitutes  for  Secretary  of  Commerce 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

Increases  by  350  miles  the  length  of  the 
development  highway  system,  from  2,350  to 
2,700  miles. 

Increases  by  1,000  miles  the  local  access 
roads,  from  1,000  to  2,000  miles. 

Adds  “educational”  to  the  specific  recrea¬ 
tional,  residential,  commercial  or  industrial 
facilities  that  a  local  access  road  shall  serve. 

(b)  Provides  for  the  Commission  to 
“transmit  its  designations"  rather  than  “sub¬ 
mit  its  recommendations”  to  the  Secretary 
for  general  corridor  locations,  priorities  for 
construction  of  (all  rather  than  major)  de¬ 
velopment  highway  segments,  for  local  ac¬ 
cess  roads  to  be  constructed,  and  for  other 
criteria  for  the  road  program. 

(c)  Omits  the  provision  that  the  Secretary 
shall  have  authority  to  approve  in  whole  or 
in  part  such  recommendations,  or  require 
modifications  or  revisions  thereof. 

Adds  to  the  requirement  for  State  mainte¬ 
nance  the  local  access  roads,  and  that  main¬ 
tenance  shall  be  “as  provided  for  Federal-aid 
highways  in  title  23.” 

(d)  The  authority  of  the  States  to  give 
special  preference  in  road  construction  to 
indigenous  “mineral  resource  materials”  is 
changed  to  indigenous  “materials  and  prod¬ 
ucts.” 

(e)  The  Secretary  is  mandated,  rather 
than  authorized,  to  require  each  participat¬ 
ing  State,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible, 
to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the  construction  of 
10%  of  the  roads. 

(f)  Transfers  to  the  Commission,  from  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  the  recommendation 
of  the  Commission,  authority  to  provide  Fed¬ 
eral  matching  for  road  construction  greater 
than  50%  (up  to  70%). 

(g)  Authorizes  the  highway  appropriation 
to  be  made  to  the  President,  rather  than  to 
the  Secretary. 

Authorizes  appropriation  of  $715  million 
for  the  highway  program  during  the  next 
four  fiscal  years  (an  increase  of  $175  million. 


since  $300  million  of  original  $840  million 
has  already  been  appropriated) . 

(h)  (p.  33,  line  22  through  p.  34,  line  15). 
Adds  a  new  subsection  authorizing  reim¬ 
bursement  of  States  for  advance  construc¬ 
tion  of  development  highway  segments  with 
State  funds,  pursuant  to  Commission  ap¬ 
proval. 

Sec.  106  (p.  34,  line  16).  Amends  section 
202  of  the  Act,  demonstration  health  facili¬ 
ties,  as  follows: 

(a)  Subtitle  and  text  changed  from  dem¬ 
onstration  health  “facilities”  to  “projects.” 
Opening  statement  of  purpose  “to  demon¬ 
strate  the  value  of  adequate  health  and  med¬ 
ical  facilities  and  services”  omits  “and 
medical”. 

Adds  planning  grants  to  the  grants  for 
construction,  equipment  and  operation  of 
multi-county  demonstration  health  projects. 
Adds  "services”  to  the  "other  facilities  nec¬ 
essary  to  health”  specifically  included  in 
multi -county  demonstration  health  projects. 

Adds  “acquisition  of  facilities”  to  the  ini¬ 
tial  equipment  specifically  included  in  such 
construction  grants. 

Adds  to  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  and 
the  Mental  Health  Centers  Act,  with  which 
such  grants  shall  accord,  “other  laws  author¬ 
izing  grants  for  the  construction  of  health- 
related  facilities.” 

(b)  Extends  80%  matching  limitation  to 
"any  component”  of  a  demonstration  health 
project.  Omits  “initial”  from  the  “construc¬ 
tion  or  initial  equipment”  subject  to  that 
limitation. 

Provides  for  Federal  construction  or 
equipment  contribution  to  be  made  from 
funds  authorized  under  this  section,  or  in 
combination  with  funds  provided  under 
other  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the 
construction  or  equipment  of  health -related 
facilities.  Provides  further  that  funds  au¬ 
thorized  under  this  section  may  be  used 
to  increase  grants  for  “component  facilities” 
of  a  demonstration  health  project,  up  to 
80%,  notwithstanding  any  provisions  of  law 
limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other 
programs. 

(c)  Grants  for  operation  of  a  demonstra¬ 
tion  health  project  specified  to  include 
(rather  than  equipment  other  than  Initial 
equipment)  “initial  operating  funds  and  op¬ 
erating  deficits  comprising  among  other 
items  the  cost  of  attracting,  training  and  re¬ 
taining  qualified  personnel.” 

Provides  such  operation  grants  whether 
or  not  the  project  was  constructed  with 
funds  authorized  by  this  section. 

Provides  such  grants  (up  to  100%  first  two 
years)  for  “each  component  facility  or  serv¬ 
ice”  assisted. 

Specifically  authorizes  for  operating  grant 
assistance  a  component  of  an  eligible  dem¬ 
onstration  health  project,  “ notwithstanding 
section  104"  of  the  EDA. 

(d)  Adds  a  new  subsection  authorizing 
the  Secretary  of  HEW  to  provide  funds  to 
the  Commission  for  the  support  of  its  Health 
Advisory  Committee,  and  to  make  grants  not 
to  exceed  75%  for  planning  the  development 
and  operation  of  demonstration  health  proj¬ 
ects. 

(e)  Authorizes  $70  million  of  section  401 
funds  for  this  section.  (First  two  years  $41 
million  was  authorized  for  construction,  $28 
million  for  operation.) 

Sec.  107  (p.  37,  line  8).  Authorizes  $19 
million  of  section  401  funds  for  section  203 
purposes,  land  stabilization,  conservation, 
and  erosion  control.  (First  two  years  $17 
million  was  authorized.) 

Sec.  108  (p.  37,  line  15).  Adds  a  new  sub¬ 
section  (b)  to  section  204,  timber  develop¬ 
ment  organizations,  authorizing  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  provide  technical  as¬ 
sistance,  make  grants,  enter  into  contracts 
or  otherwise  provide  funds  (from  appropria¬ 
tions  under  this  Act)  to  forest  products  re¬ 
search  institutions  in  the  region  or  other 
appropriate  public  and  private  organizations, 


for  Appalachian  hardwood  products  re¬ 
search,  studies  and  demonstrations. 

Authorizes  $4  million  of  section  401  funds 
for  the  purposes  of  new  subsection  (b), 
hardwood  research.  (First  two  years  $5  mil¬ 
lion  was  authorized  for  TDO’s,  $1  million 
appropriated,  $900  thousand  remains  avail¬ 
able.) 

Sec.  109  (p.  38,  line  16).  Amends  section 
205  of  the  Act,  mining  area  restoration,  as 
follows: 

(a)  Adds  to  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
of  Interior  to  make  financial  contributions 
to  the  States  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in  aban¬ 
doned  coal  mines,  abandoned  oil  and  gas 
wells. 

Substitutes  for  the  authority  to  reclaim 
and  rehabilitate  existing  strip  and  surface 
mine  areas,  “lands  affected  by  the  strip  and 
surface  mining  and  processing  of  coal  and 
other  minerals,  including  lands  affected  by 
waste  piles." 

(b)  Extends  for  two  years  the  period  of 
the  75%  limitation  for  such  assistance  on 
non-Federal  lands,  through  fiscal  1969. 

Includes  under  such  mining  area  restora¬ 
tion  projects  “reasonable  planning,  en¬ 
gineering  and  land  acquisition  costs.” 

(c)  Authorizes  $39,150,000  of  section  401 
funds  for  this  section.  (First  two  years 
$36,500,000  authorized.) 

Sec.  110  (p.  39,  line  18).  Authorizes  $2 
million  of  section  401  funds  for  the  purposes 
of  section  206  of  the  Act,  water  resource  sur¬ 
vey.  (First  two  years  $5  million  authorized, 
of  which  $3.3  was  appropriated.) 

Sec.  Ill  (p.  40,  line  1).  Adds  to  the  end 
of  part  A  of  title  II  a  new  section  207,  es¬ 
tablishing  a  revolving  Appalachian  Housing 
Fund,  and  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  HUD 
to  make  loans  and  grants  for  planning  and 
other  preliminary  expenses  of  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  region  proposed  under  section 
221  of  the  National  Housing  Act. 

Grants  limited  to  non-profit  organiza¬ 
tions,  up  to  80%  of  administrative  expenses. 
Loans  limited  to  80%  of  planning  and  other 
preliminary  expenses;  profit  organizations  to 
pay  interest  at  the  market  rate  for  insured 
mortgages. 

Authorizes  $5  million  of  section  401  funds 
for  the  purposes  of  this  new  section. 

Sec.  112  (p.  42,  line  8).  Amends  section 
211  of  the  Act,  vocational  educational  facili¬ 
ties,  to  add  to  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
of  HEW  to  make  grants  for  construction  of 
school  facilities  needed  for  vocation  educa¬ 
tion,  grants  for  the  "equipment  of  such  fa¬ 
cilities  and  other  school  facilities.” 

Authorizes  $18  million  of  section  401  funds 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section.  (First  two 
years  $16  million  authorized.) 

Sec.  113  (p.  42,  line  19) .  Authorizes  $6  mil¬ 
lion  of  section  401  funds  for  the  purposes 
of  section  212  of  the  Act,  sewage  treatment 
works.  (First  two  years  $6  million  was  au¬ 
thorized.) 

Sec.  114  (p.  42,  line  25) .  Amends  section 
213  of  the  Act,  which  amended  section  701 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  to  authorize  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  grants  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  to  authorize  such  grants  by  HUD  also 
to  local  development  districts. 

Sec.  115  (p.  43,  line  18).  Restates  and 
amends  section  214  of  the  Act,  supplements 
to  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  as  follows: 

Transfers  from  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  the  President  the  authority  to  provide 
funds  (through  the  Federal  Cochairman)  for 
supplemental  grants-in-aid. 

Adds  to  grant  programs  authorized  as  of 
March  9,  1965,  for  which  supplemental 

grants  can  be  made,  all  other  “existing  and 
future”  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for 
the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities 
and  acquisition  of  land. 

Authorizes  $97  million  of  section  401  funds 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section.  (First  two 
years  $90  million  authorized.) 
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Sec.  116  (p.  45,  line  15).  Adds  to  the  end 
of  part  B  of  title  II  a  new  section  215,  cul¬ 
tural  programs. 

Authorizes  the  Chairman  of  the  National 
Endowment  for  the  Arts  to  make  grants  to 
the  States  in  supporting  existing  programs 
and  projects,  and  in  developing  programs  and 
projects  in  the  arts,  in  accordance  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  the  National  Foun¬ 
dation  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Act. 

Authorizes  $500,000  of  section  401  funds 
for  the  purposes  of  this  new  section. 

Sec.  117  (p.  46,  line  24) .  Restates  section 
221  of  the  Act,  maintenance  of  effort,  to 
make  clear  that  local  expenditures  are  not 
included  among  the  State  expenditures  re¬ 
quired  to  be  maintained. 

Sec.  118  (p.  47,  line  9).  Restates  section 

223  of  the  Act,  program  implementation,  as 
follows : 

Omits  the  requirement,  prior  to  imple¬ 
menting  any  project,  for  the  Commission  to 
consult  with  and  obtain  the  recommendation 
of  State  officials,  (All  applications  are  now 
made  through,  and  approved  by,  State  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission,  under  section  303). 

Requires  that  project  applications  and 
plans  first  be  determined  by  the  responsible 
Federal  (line  agency)  official  to  be  “compati¬ 
ble”  with  the  provisions  of  Federal  law  he 
administers.  (Rather  than  that  plans  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Commission  be  submitted 
to  and  approved  or  modified  by  those 
officials.) 

Provides  for  the  Commission  to  approve 
projects  and  to  make  the  determination  that 
they  meet  the  criteria  of  section  224,  “which 
determination  shall  be  controlling 

Sec.  119  (p.  47,  line  22).  Amends  section 

224  of  the  Act  program  development  criteria, 
as  follows: 

The  Commission  is  now  directed  to  follow 
procedures  that  will  insure  consideration  of 
the  project  criteria  set  forth  in  section  224, 
“in  developing  recommendations”  on  proj¬ 
ects  (to  Federal  agencies  under  section  223). 
The  bill  provides  that  it  shall  do  so  “in 
considering”  projects,  to  conform  to  the 
Commission  approval  of  projects  specified  in 
new  section  223,  above. 

Substitutes  for  the  prohibition  against 
assistance  used  “in  relocating”  establish¬ 
ments  from  one  area  to  another,  a  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  assistance  used  “to  assist  estab¬ 
lishments  relocating  from  one  area  to  an¬ 
other.” 

Sec.  120  (p.  48,  line  7).  Amends  section 
302  of  the  Act,  grants  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  of  local  development  districts  and  for 
research  and  demonstration  projects,  as 
follows : 

(a)  Transfers  from  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  the  President  the  authority  to  make 
grants  for  administrative  expenses  and  tech¬ 
nical  services  of  local  development  districts. 

Such  grants  to  be  made  to  State  members 
(rather  than  directly  or  through  arrange¬ 
ments  with  the  Commission.) 

Revises  the  authority  for  investigation,  re¬ 
search,  studies  and  demonstration  projects 
which  will  further  the  purposes  of  the  Act, 
from  that  conducted  with  funds  provided  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  to  grants  by  the 
President  to  the  Commission. 

Adds  to  the  above  authority  (which  for¬ 
merly  specified  “appropriate  public  or  private 
organization”) ,  grants  for  technical  assist¬ 
ance,  and  for  training  programs. 

(b)  Adds  a  new  subsection  authorizing 
the  Commission  to  make  a  comprehensive 
study  of  acid  pollution  resulting  from  min¬ 
ing  activities,  and  directing  it  to  make  spe¬ 
cific  recommendations  to  the  President  for 
report  to  Congress  by  March  31,  1969,  for  con¬ 
trol,  reduction  or  elimination  of  acid  pollu¬ 
tion.  (Pages  49-51) . 

(c)  Requires  the  Commission  (rather  than 
section  302  recipients  reporting  to  Commerce) 
to  maintain  complete  records  of  activities 
financed  with  Federal  funds. 


(d)  Authorizes  $13  million  of  section  401 
funds  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  in¬ 
cluding  $3  million  for  the  mine  acid  study. 
(First  two  years  $5.5  million  authorized  for 
local  development  district  and  research 
grants.) 

Sec.  121  (p.52,  line  1).  Amends  section 
303  of  the  Act  to  restate  the  requirement  for 
State  member  approval  of  each  application. 

Omits  the  specific  reference  to  “a  political 
subdivision,  or  a  local  development  district” 
making  application  (through  the  State  mem¬ 
ber)  .  In  both  the  Act  and  the  bill,  the  State 
member,  not  the  Commission  itself,  makes 
the  determination  that  a  project  meets  the 
requirements  of  the  Act  (as  distinguished 
from  the  Commission  determination  that  it 
meets  the  section  224  criteria). 

Sec.  122  (p.52,  line  12).  Amends  section 
401  of  the  Act  to  authorize  the  non-highway 
appropriations  to  be  made  to  the  President 
(rather  than  to  the  operating  agencies). 

Sec.  123  (p.53,  line  6).  Extends  the  stat¬ 
utory  definition  of  the  Appalachian  Region 
to  add  Lamar  and  Pickens  counties  in  Ala¬ 
bama,  18  counties  in  Mississippi,  and 
Schoharie  county  in  New  York. 

Prohibits  the  Commission  from  proposing 
or  considering  any  further  recommendation 
for  a  change  in  the  definition  of  the  region, 


without  a  prior  request  by  the  Congress  for 
a  study. 

Sec.  201.  (p.  54,  line  1).  Amends  section 
505(a)  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  to  require  each  regional 
commission  to  develop  a  comprehensive  long- 
range  development  plan  approved  by  the 
Secretary. 

Sec.  202.  (p.  54,  line  16).  Amends  section 
505(c)  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  to  impose  a  limitation  on 
the  $15  million  authorized  annually  for  re¬ 
gional  technical  and  planning  assistance,  not 
to  exceed  $2  y2  million  annually  to  each  re¬ 
gional  Commission. 

Sec.  203  (p.  54,  line  23).  Adds  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  509  to  title  V  of  the  EDA  to  provide  to 
the  other  regional  commissions  supplements 
to  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  similar  to 
those  under  section  214  of  the  Appalachian 
act. 

Authorizes  for  each  of  the  regional  com¬ 
missions  $5  million  for  this  purpose  in  fiscal 
1968,  $10  million  in  fiscal  1969. 

Includes  in  (a)  language  assuring  Com¬ 
mission  approval  of  projects,  and  responsi¬ 
bility  for  determining  that  projects  meet 
section  504  criteria,  identical  to  Appalachian 
section  223  as  revised. 

Includes  in  (f)  language  assuring  State 
initiation  and  approval  of  projects,  identical 
to  Appalachian  section  303  as  revised. 


Appalachian  (S.  602)  authorisations,  other  than  highways 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Authorized 
by  1965  act 
1st  2  years 

Appropri¬ 

ated 

Authorized 
by  S.  602 

2d  2  years 

Increase 

over 

1st  2  years 

Sec.  105:  Administration _ _ _ _ _ 

2.2 

1  2.4 

1.7 

—0  5 

Sec.  202:  Demonstration  health  facilities . . 

Sec.  203:  Land  stabilization,  conservation,  erosion  con- 

69.0 

23.5 

70.0 

1.0 

trol _ _ _ _ 

Sec.  204: 

17.0 

10.0 

19.0 

2.0 

Timber  development. . . . 

5.0 

1.0 

0 

—5.  o 

Hardwood  research . . 

0 

0 

4.0 

4  0 

Sec.  205:  Mining  area  restoration.. . . . . 

36.50 

24.85 

39.15 

2.  65 

Sec.  206:  Water  resources  study.. . . . 

5.0 

3.3 

2.0 

—3.0 

Sec.  207:  Appalachian  housing  fund . . . . . 

0 

0 

5.0 

5.0 

Sec.  211:  Vocational  education _ _ — . 

16.0 

16.  0 

18.0 

2.  0 

Sec.  212:  Sewave  treatment  .  _ 

6.0 

6.0 

6.  0 

0 

Sec.  214:  Supplemental  grants . . . . 

90.0 

75.0 

97.0 

7.0 

Sec.  215:  Cultural  programs _ _ _ 

Sec  302: 

0 

0 

.5 

.5 

Local  development  districts... . . . 

5:5 

5.5 

10.0 

4.5 

Mine  acid  study _ _ _ _ 

0 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

Total . . . . 

252.4 

167,6 

27a  65 

21.7 

'  Includes  $0.2  from  sec.  401. 


Note— The  act  of  196.1  authorized  $2,200,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  sec.  401  for  administrative  expense".  S.  602 
authorizes  $1 ,700.000  separately,  to  be  appropriated  directly  to  the  Commission  for  administrative  expenses.  Above 
totals  are  for  sec.  401  onlv. 


Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President.  I  re¬ 
member  that  it  was  7  or  8  years  ago  that 
the  concept  began  to  take  hold  that  a 
number  of  States,  constituting  a  unique 
region,  could  join  together  for  their  own 
assistance  and  self-aid — and  with  the 
assistance  of  the  Federal  Government 
could  move  effectively  toward  the  de¬ 
velopment  which  had  been  denied  that 
region. 

I  think  it  worthwhile  to  remember  that 
it  was  the  Governors  of  the  States  con¬ 
stituting  the  Appalachian  region  who 
initiated  this  great  development  in  the 
economic  and  human  advancement  of 
their  States  and  areas.  I  recall,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  first  conference  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  governors,  at  Lexington,  Ky., 
in  the  fall  of  1960,  called  by  Governor 
Tawes  of  Maryland. 

I  am  happy  to  note  that  in  the  Senate 
efforts  were  also  being  made.  I  believe 
it  was  when  the  86th  Congress  convened, 
in  January  of  1959,  that  I  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  Federal- aid  Highway 


Act,  in  an  attempt  to  secure  additional 
funds  for  roads  which  would  traverse 
eastern  mountain  regions.  During  those 
years  also,  in  1958  or  1959,  I  introduced 
in  the  Senate  an  amendment  which  I 
termed  a  bill  for  the  development  of  the 
underdeveloped  areas  of  the  United 
States.  However,  essentially  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act 
came  from  the  States  themselves. 

I  make  this  point  because  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  that  the  original  concept  be  pre¬ 
served.  Under  the  act,  no  plan  can  be 
established,  no  application  for  a  program 
can  be  accepted,  unless  it  is  first  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  States.  No  separate  pro¬ 
ject  within  a  State  can  be  approved  or 
funds  provided  for  it  unless  it  has  first 
been  approved  and  submitted  by  the 
Governor  of  the  State. 

It  is  very  important  that  this  proce¬ 
dure  be  followed,  for  it  has  provided  a 
Federal-State  relationship  which  I  think 
is  different  from  any  other  program  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  takes 
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part.  The  only  exception  I  can  think 
of  would  be  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program,  where  States  must  contribute 
their  part  of  the  cost  and,  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  interstate  system,  where 
the  location  of  roads  is  first  determined 
by  the  State  highway  department. 

It  is  this  new  example  of  State-Federal 
action,  where  the  initiative  comes  from 
the  State,  which  I  consider  to  be  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  accomplishments  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program.  I  believe  it  provides 
an  example  which  should  be  examined 
with  respect  to  other  programs — because 
if  this  concept  should  be  adopted  in  other 
programs  they  would  be  more  efficient 
and  effective. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  speak  longer 
except  to  point  out  a  problem  which  we 
have  now  faced  in  our  committee,  but 
which  we  had  not  faced  before. 

The  Appalachian  region  does  have  its 
particular  characteristics.  It  is  a  moun¬ 
tainous  region,  marked  by  narrow  val¬ 
leys  and  many  streams,  which  have  iso¬ 
lated  the  region  and  isolated  its  people 
from  even  the  neighboring  areas  in  their 
own  States. 

The  report  of  the  President’s  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission  in  1964  de¬ 
scribed  Appalachia  in  these  words - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  interrupt  the  Senator  until 
we  have  quiet  in  the  Chamber.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
shall  not  speak  long,  but  I  would  like  to 
have  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
addressing  myself  to  a  problem  which 
arose.  I  mention  the  problem  because  I 
know  we  will  have  to  take  it  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  future  when  we  deal 
with  Appalachia,  if  it  is  to  remain  a 
specific  program  designed  to  deal  with 
the  particular  characteristics  of  this  re¬ 
gion. 

I  refer  to  the  description  of  Appa¬ 
lachia  in  the  1964  report  led  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  report  opens  with  this  state¬ 
ment: 

Appalachia  is  a  region  apart — geographi¬ 
cally  and  statistically.  It  is  a  mountain  land 
boldly  upthrust  between  the  prosperous  East¬ 
ern  seaboard  and  the  industrial  Middle 
West — a  highland  region  which  sweeps  diag¬ 
onally  across  10  States  from  northern  Penn¬ 
sylvania  to  northern  Alabama.  Its  ridges 
and  twisted  spurs  and  valleys  measure  to 
165,000  square  miles— an  area  10  times  the 
size  of  Switzerland. 

That  description,  Mr.  President,  is  also 
the  opening  statement  of  the  reports  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  August  13,  1964,  and  of  January  27, 
1965,  recommending  to  the  Senate  the 
bills  passed  by  the  Senate  in  1964  and 
in  1965  establishing  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gional  development  program. 

There  have  been  no  criteria  yet  estab¬ 
lished  to  determine  the  exact  nature  of 
this  area,  except  the  statement  I  have 
read.  However,  to  me,  there  are  two 
characteristics  of  which  we  can  take 
notice.  The  first  is  the  topographic  char¬ 
acteristic  of  the  area.  The  second  char¬ 
acteristic  is  one  common  level  of  poverty. 


I  make  these  comments  because  there 
is  a  tendency  to  join  to  the  Appalachian 
region  areas  and  counties  which  do  not 
possess  these  unique  characteristics. 

Because  parts  of  my  State  are  within 
the  Appalachian  region,  and  enjoy  the 
benefits  of  this  legislation,  I  would  not 
want  it  thought  that  I  desire  to  main¬ 
tain  all  of  these  unique  advantages  only 
for  Kentucky,  and  deny  them  to  other 
States.  At  the  same  time,  I  do  know 
that  we  must  be  very  careful  about  en¬ 
larging  the  region  in  our  committee,  or 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  or  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
unless  sound  criteria  have  first  been 
established  which  would  give  us  reason  to 
know  that  an  additional  area  is  truly  a 
proper  part  of  the  Appalachian  region. 

I  have  stated  my  position  on  this  mat¬ 
ter  in  my  supplemental  views,  which  are 
a  part  of  the  committee  report  to  the 
Senate  on  S.  602 — and  my  concern  that 
enlargement  of  the  region  without  firm 
criteria  could  weaken  the  concept  of  the 
Appalachian  program,  detract  from  the 
broad  support  it  now  enjoys,  and  eventu¬ 
ally  cause  it  to  fail. 

As  the  Senate  knows,  other  economic 
development  regions  have  been  estab¬ 
lished  because  they,  too,  possess  unique 
characteristics.  My  thought  is  that 
even  in  areas  contiguous  to  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region,  if  those  counties  and 
areas  do  not  fully  meet  the  principal 
characteristics  of  Appalachia,  they  could 
be  formed  into  separate  economic  devel¬ 
opment  regions. 

I  recall,  Mr.  President,  that  in  1965, 
when  this  act  became  law,  and  at  the 
time  it  was  before  the  Senate,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  on  the  very  day 
that  the  bill  was  passed  by  the  Senate, 
came  to  the  Senate  Chamber  and  offered 
an  amendment  which  had  not  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committee,  but  which  was 
adopted.  The  amendment  added  14 
counties  in  New  York  to  the  Appalachian 
region. 

I  opposed  the  amendment  at  the  time, 
not  upon  the  merits  of  whether  or  not 
these  New  York  counties  should  be 
added,  but  because  the  matter  had  not 
been  considered  and  no  one  knew 
whether  those  counties  met  the  criteria 
and  the  characteristics  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region. 

More  recently,  in  fact  in  January  of 
this  year,  the  Governors  who  form  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  met 
and  added — in  effect  added — or  proposed 
that  the  Congress  add  to  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region,  two  counties  in  Alabama, 
and  26  counties  in  Mississippi. 

In  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  I 
opposed  their  addition.  Let  me  say  to 
the  Senators  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman  and  Mr.  Hill]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland  and 
Mr.  Stennis],  that  I  did  not  oppose  the 
addition  to  the  Appalachian  region  of 
these  Alabama  and  Mississippi  counties 
on  the  merits — because  I  did  not  know 
what  the  merits  were.  I  opposed  the 
addition  of  these  counties  because  I  be¬ 
lieved  that  if  counties  are  to  be  added  to 
the  Appalachian  area,  criteria  should 
first  be  established  to  enable  us  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  these  areas  possess  the 


same  characteristics  which  led  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  establish  the  Appalachian  region 
and  the  country  to  approve  a  special  pro¬ 
gram  for  it. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  this  year  proposed  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  another  county  in  New  York, 
Schoharie.  I  believe  it  does  meet  the 
criteria,  so  far  as  we  have  determined 
them,  of  rugged  terrain  and  of  deprived 
economic  position  within  the  State;  and 
the  committee  approved  the  inclusion  of 
that  county.  I  voted  against  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  that  county  for  the  reasons  I 
have  stated.  I  also  voted  against  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  any  other  counties. 

The  senior  Senator  from  New  .Work 
[Mr.  Javits]  had  also  asked  for  two  more 
counties,  Sullivan  and  Yates,  to  be  added 
to  the  region.  I  voted  against  that  pro¬ 
posal  for  the  same  reasons.  But  I  must 
say  in  all  honesty,  that  if  the  county  of 
Schoharie  in  New  York  should  have  been 
added,  then  I  think  the  two  other 
counties,  Yates  and  Sullivan,  should  also 
have  been  added. 

Mr.  President,  I  felt  that  I  should  make 
this  statement  before  the  Senate  today — 
as  I  have  already  made  it  in  commit¬ 
tee — to  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
to  the  fact  that  if  we  are  going  to  add 
new  areas  to  the  Appalachian  region, 
they  should  be  added  upon  the  merits  as 
meeting  some  definite  criteria  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  committee. 

I  do  not  believe  the  criterion  could  be 
one  of  poverty  alone — because  there  is 
poverty  all  over  the  country.  To  be 
qualified,  there  must  be  poverty  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  physical  characteristics  of 
the  county  which  has  caused  it  to  be¬ 
come  isolated. 

I  mention  this  basic  concept  of  Ap¬ 
palachia  in  my  letter  to  the  Director  of 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  which  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  hearings  of  our  committee 
following  the  map  facing  page  471.  I 
stated  there: 

It  is  the  rugged  terrain  of  the  Appalachian 
Region  which  has  been  responsible  for  its 
relative  isolation — which  has  made  it  less  ac¬ 
cessible  and  less  attractive  to  doctors,  teach¬ 
ers  and  industry,  so  that  health  services, 
education  and  jobs  have  lagged  far  behind 
the  progress  of  the  country  as  a  whole.  That 
terrain  also,  of  course,  overlies  the  nation's 
primary  deposit  of  coal — with  which  the 
economy  of  the  region  has  been  closely 
associated. 

It  is  to  the  human  consequences  of  the  re¬ 
gion’s  physical  geography,  including  its  cul¬ 
ture  and  history  of  development,  that  the 
Appalachian  program  is  directed — to  bring 
into  the  area  more  highways,  vocational 
schools,  health  centers  and  jobs. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  With  regard  to  the 
addition  of  counties  in  States  within  the 
Appalachian  region  and  the  immediate 
problem  which  we  have  under  considera¬ 
tion  in  this  bill  of  counties  in  Mississippi, 
Alabama,  and  New  York,  the  bill  con¬ 
tains  the  amendment  proposed  in  com¬ 
mittee  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kentucky,  which  reads  as  follows: 

No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the 
definition  of  the  Appalachian  region  as  set 
forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or 
considered  by  the  Commission  without  a 
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prior  request  by  the  Congress  for  study  of 
such  change. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  be¬ 
lieves  the  Congress  should  have  this  lan¬ 
guage  as  a  guideline  for  the  future. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  appreciate  that.  In 
fact,  I  think  that  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  and  I  drafted  that  language, 
with  the  approval  of  the  committee,  so 
that  we  could  deal  with  this  problem  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  em¬ 
phasize  that  I  have  not  raised  this  ques¬ 
tion  because  Kentucky  has  counties  for 
which  I  wish  to  preserve  a  larger  share  of 
the  benefits  of  the  bill,  on  the  contrary, 
I  have  received  appeals  from  my  own 
State  to  include  additional  counties  in 
the  Appalachian  region.  Rather,  I  have 
spoken  to  this  point  in  order  that  we 
might  have  better  guidelines  for  the 
future. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  close  by  expressing 
appreciation  once  more  to  our  distin¬ 
guished  chairman,  Senator  Randolph, 
who  -  has  shown  such  excellent  leader¬ 
ship  not  alone  in  the  development  of  this 
bill,  but  in  his  constant  effort  to  see  that 
the  purposes  of  the  1965  act  are  carried 
out  by  the  agencies  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  It  has  been  a  great  pleasure  to 
work  with  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  the  Public  Works  Committee, 
on  which  I  serve  as  the  ranking  minority 
member. 

I  think  it  has  been  shown  that  under 
this  program,  greater  progress  has  been 


made  toward  the  development  of  the 
Appalachian  region  than  under  other 
concepts  and  programs.  I  believe  this 
has  proved  to  be  true  because  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program  brings  into  play  the 
initiative  and  the  fuller  participation  of 
the  States.  My  great  hope  is  that  the 
Appalachian  program,  with  other  Federal 
programs,  will  meet  their  ultimate  pur¬ 
pose:  that  is,  to  help  raise  the  living 
standards  of  the  people  of  this  region — 
and  not  only  to  provide  them  better  op¬ 
portunity  to  move  to  and  from  the  area 
and  out  of  isolation,  but  also  to  stimulate 
and  inspire  them,  having  obtained  the 
means,  to  get  a  better  education  and 
vocational  training,  and  to  enjoy  better 
health. 

If  we  can  do  that,  then  I  think  the 
purposes  of  this  legislation  will  have 
been  attained. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  am  very  pleased 
to  cooperate  with  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Louisiana  in  determining 
answers  to  pertinent  inquiries  which  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  to  make,  and 
which  we  have  previously  discussed  off 
the  floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  will  re¬ 
call  that  when  the  bill  was  being  con¬ 
sidered  3  years  ago,  I  asked  quite  a  few 
questions. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes;  and  they  were 
very  helpful  in  developing  the  record. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

How  much  of  the  money  authorized 
has  been  obligated  or  spent  for  instance, 
on  highways? 
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Mr.  RANDOLPH.  $840  million  was  au¬ 
thorized  and  $300  million  appropriated. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  Then  $300  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  total  original  highway  fund 
has  been  obligated? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  No;  of  that  $300 
million,  $132  million  was  obligated  as  of 
February  28,  1967,  and  we  expect  that 
approximately  $100  million  more  will  be 
obligated  by  June  30. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Has  any  new  au¬ 
thorization  been  added  for  roadbuilding? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  We  have  added, 
$175  million  in  new  authorizations  for 
roads. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  in  addition 
to  the  $840  million? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Now,  with  respect  to  ■ 
the  other  titles,  for  water  conservation, 
schools,  and  hospitalization,  has  all  of 
the  money  which  was  originally  or  au¬ 
thorized,  been  spent  or  obligated? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  As  of  February  28, 
1967,  a  total  of  $55,485,319  was  obligated 
for  nonroad  programs  and  projects,  from 
a  total  nonhighway  appropriation  of 
$167,290,000. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  that  include  all 
the  programs  other  than  roads? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  much  of  the 
original  authorization  has  not  been  used? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  $252.4  million  was 
authorized,  and  something  like  $167.3 
million  appropriated. 

The  following  table  gives  the  compre¬ 
hensive  statement  of  funds  for  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Commission: 


Comprehensive  statement  of  funds  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  authorization,  appropriation,  approval,  and  obligation 


Department  and  agency 

Section  of 
Public  Law 
89-4 

Authoriza¬ 

tion 

2d  supple¬ 
mental  ap¬ 
propriation 
fiscal  year 
1965 

Appropria¬ 

tion 

fiscal  year 
1967 

Total 

Estimated 
obligations 
Feb.  28,  1967 

Approved 
projects 
Mar.  31,1967 

Additional 
Appalachian 
Regional 
Commission 
approvals 
June  30,  1967 

Budget 
request 
fiscal  year 
1968 

Appalachian  Regional  Commission . 

105 

$2,  400, 000 

$1, 290,  000 

$1, 100, 000 

$2, 390, 000 

$1, 933, 991 

$785, 000 

Agriculture: 

Land  treatment . . 

293 

17, 000, 000 

7, 000,  000 

3, 000, 000 

10, 000, 000 

7, 0Q0, 000 

$9, 193, 000 

$182,000 

3, 000,000 

Forest  Service . . . 

204 

6, 000, 000 

1,  000,  000 

1,000,000 

75,000 

Commerce: 

LDD  and  research _ _ .. 

302 

5,  500, 000 

2,  500, 000 

2,  750, 000 

5, 250, 000 

2, 206,  611 

2,  505,  754 

1,311,  844 

3, 000,000 

Supplemental  grants _ 

214 

90,  000,  000 

45,  000,  000 

30, 000, 000 

75,  000,  000 

18,  445,  427 

43,  060,  759 

30,  553, 277 

30,  000, 000 

201 

840,  000,  000 

200,  000,  000 

100, 000, 000 

300,  000,  000 

i  132,  200,  000 

100, 000, 000 

201 

(35,  000,  000) 

(17,  500,  000) 

(17,  500,  000) 

6',  900'  000 

739,  678 

Department  of  Army  ...  ... 

206 

'  5;  000;  000' 

1,  500,  000' 

1, 830, 000 

'  3;  330;  000' 

1, 823;  000 

2, 000, 000 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 

Welfare: 

Vocational  education _ _ 

211 

16, 000, 000 

8,  000, 000 

8,  000,  000 

16, 000,  000 

5, 273,  000 

11,995,385 

3,  774, 785 

7, 000, 000 

Dem.  health _  _ _ _ 

202 

69, 000, 000 

21,  000,  000 

2,  500,  000 

23,  500,  000 

15, 000, 000 

Interior: 

Bureau  of  Mines . . . . 

205 

36, 500, 000 

16,  500,  000 

7,  000,  000 

23,  500,  000 

10, 254, 000 

17,  491, 326 

929, 430 

800,000 

BFWL _  _ 

205 

850,  000 

500,  000 

1,  350,  000 

457,  500 

913, 922 

251,  250 

400,  000 

EWPC . . . . . 

212 

6, 000, 000 

3, 000, 000 

3, 000, 000 

6i  000;  000 

2, 116',  790 

2, 116,  790 

2, 419;  043 

3, 000;  000 

Total _ _ _  _  . 

164, 985,  000 

1  Estimated  obligations  June  30  for  highways  and  access  roads,  $234,000,000. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Since  they  were  not 
able  to  spend  the  money  that  was  au¬ 
thorized  during  the  period  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  why  is  the  Senator  increasing  the 
authorization  for  future  years? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  A  leadtime  was 
necessary  in  order  to  plan  these  pro¬ 
grams  for  execution.  They  are  “cranked 
up”  now  and  we  can  move  forward  on 
the  available  projects. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Was  any  of  the  de¬ 
lay  caused  by  lack  of  interest  in  the 
States  or  counties  involved? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  would  respond 
that  just  the  reverse  was  true.  There  is 
great  interest  among  local  and  State 


officials.  There  is  concern.  There  is 
cooperation.  There  was  planning.  Yet, 
quite  naturally,  in  a  program  of  this  kind 
we  were  plowing  new  ground,  as  it  were. 
The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  and  I  have  discussed  this  sev¬ 
eral  times.  There  was  not  an  undue 
delay.  After  the  studies  were  made,  we 
had  to  discuss  where  the  money  could 
be  best  invested  to  return  dividends  to 
the  region. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  at  this  point. 


Mr.  COOPER.  I  think  the  chief  area 
in  which  the  amount  authorized  was  not 
used  was  in  the  demonstration  health 
facilities:  $69  million  was  authorized; 
$23.5  million  was  appropriated. 

I  believe  more  was  not  appropriated 
because  a  Health  Advisory  Committee 
was  established  to  assay  the  needs  of  the 
area  for  the  demonstration  health  facil¬ 
ities.  It  was  necessary  to  look  at  the  en¬ 
tire  area,  because  each  of  these  facilities 
will  be  designed  to  serve  several  coun¬ 
ties.  The  Health  Advisory  Committee 
did  not  make  its  report  until  last  year. 

In  that  case  alone,  $69  million  was  au¬ 
thorized,  and  only  $23.5  million  was  pro- 
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vided  by  the  budget  and  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees.  But  the  need  is  there 
just  the  same.  There  is  a  great  need  for 
demonstration  health  facilities.  There 
is  a  lack  of  hospitals  and  clinics  in  Ken¬ 
tucky,  West  Virginia,  and  throughout 
the  typical  mountain  areas. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  recall,  in  ask¬ 
ing  questions  when  the  bill  was  first  en¬ 
acted,  the  amount  authorized  for  these 
extra  facilities,  other  than  for  roads,  was 
thought  sufficient  to  construct  what  the 
proponents  of  the  bill  had  in  mind  at  the 
time.  Are  we  adding  any  more  author¬ 
izations  for  the  project  the  Senator  has 
just  talked  about?  For  example,  $69 
million  was  authorized  and  only  $23.5 
million  was  spent. '  Is  the  Senator  add¬ 
ing  more  funds  to  what  are  already 
authorized? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  No,  we  are  author¬ 
izing  $70  million  in  addition  to  what  has 
been  appropriated.  , 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  addition? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes;  for  the  next  2 
years. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Only  $23  million 
was  spent. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  authorization 
for  the  next  2  years  would  be  $70  million. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  committee  is 
adding  new  funds  in  addition  to  those 
previously  authorized,  but  which  were 
not  spent  or  appropriated.  In  other 
words  the  committee  is  adding  $70  mil¬ 
lion,  which  means  that  if  the  $70  million 
is  spent,  plus  the  approximately  $25  mil¬ 
lion  already  appropriated  under  the 
previous  authorization,  there  will  be  a 
total  cost  of  $95  million.  The  original 
request  was  for  $69  million. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  exact  total,  for  the  medical 
facilities  program  to  which  the  Senator 
refers,  would  be  $93.5  million  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  years  1966  through  1969,  if  all  of  the 
recommended  authorization  of  S.  602  is 
appropriated  and  obligated. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  think  we  must  recall 
that  the  authorization,  when  the  bill  was 
passed,  was  split.  One  part  went  to  the 
Appalachian  development  highways  and 
access  roads.  The  authorization  was  for 
6  years. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  On  roads;  not  on 
the  other  programs. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes,  on  x'oads;  not  on 
the  other  programs.  The  second  part  of 
the  authorization — for  the  programs 
other  than  highways — was  for  just  2 
years.  Now  that  2-year  authorization 
has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what 
prompted  the  question.  I  was  of  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  money  provided  for  all 
the  programs  other  than  for  roads  would 
be  spent  over  the  first  2  years.  It  was 
expected  that  the  amount  would  be  suf¬ 
ficient  to  construct  those  projects. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  understand  what 
the  Senator  says,  but  I  think  the  record 
will  disclose  that  during  the  colloquy  in 
1965  I  indicated  that  we  would  come 
back  for  further  authorization.  I  never 
implied  that  the  funds  requested  in  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  89-4  would  suffice,  because  in 
1965  we  did  not  know  what  the  long-term 


requirements  would  be  in  the  non-high¬ 
way  field. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thought  the  entire 
authorization  which  amounted  to  almost 
$1.1  billion  would  be  sufficient  to  take 
that  area  of  the  country  out  of  the 
“dumps,”  as  it  were;  but  it  seems  it  will 
take  a  good  deal  mox-e. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  must  say  again 
to  my  colleague  from  Louisiana  that  I 
never  indicated  that  there  was  a  partic¬ 
ular  sum  of  money  which  could  do  this 
job.  I  am  sure  I  have  never  done  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  is  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  conclusion  now?  Will  the  amount 
the  Senate  committee  is  providing  now 
be  sufficient  to  bring  these  areas  to  a 
point  where  they  can  economically  equal 
other  areas?  Let  us  take  North  Caro¬ 
lina.  It  is  a  fine  State.  There  is  a  great 
deal  of  prosperity  in  most  of  its  regions. 
There  is  much  prosperity  in  Georgia. 
There  is  much  prosperity  in  New  York 
and  Pennsylvania.  I  am  just  wondering 
how  long  we  will  have  to  continue  to 
appropriate  funds  in  order  to  carry  these 
areas  known  as  Appalachia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Personally — and  I 
would  not  speak  for  the  committee  on 
this  point — I  hope  that  the  funds  this 
bill  will  make  available  to  the  program, 
which  is  just  now  beginning  to  hit  its 
stride  will  result  in  this  area  reaching 
the  level  of  prosperity  of  the  rest  of 
the  Nation.  Frankly,  it  would  be  my 
hope  that  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  would  never  have  to  return  to  ask 
for  funds.  That  would  be  my  desire. 
But  I  cannot  predict  that  this  desire  will 
be  fulfilled. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  addition  to  the 
amount  authorized  2  years  ago,  the 
amount  the  Senator  is  now  asking  for 
will  represent  how  large  an  increase? 
$175  million  to  $200  million? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  For  roads,  $175 
million. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  for  the  other? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  $273,650  million  for 
all  other  programs. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  of 
the  opinion  that  would  be  sufficient  to 
bring  the  economy  of  those  areas  equal 
to  the  other  parts  of  the  country? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  cannot  say  that 
it  will.  But  I  say  that  I  am  hopeful  that 
it  will.  I  would  desire  that  very  much. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  notice  that  the 
committee  has  added  18  counties  in  Mis¬ 
sissippi  and  13  in  New  York.  On  page 
33  of  the  report,  it  states: 

Eighteen  counties  in  Mississippi  pursuant 
to  invitation  from  the  State  members  of  the 
Commissions.  These  18  counties  make  up 
the  Tombigbee  River  Valley  Water  Manage¬ 
ment  District  and  the  northeast  Mississip¬ 
pi  resource  conservation  and  development 
project  area. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Are  those  new 
counties? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  They  are  new 
counties.  I  wish  to  say  that  earlier 
today  and  last  evening  in  my  formal 
statement  I  explained  the  addition  of 
those  counties. 

There  were  many  requests  for  more 
counties.  I  remind  the  Senator  from 
Lonisiana  that  when  we  first  considered 
this  legislation,  Mississippi  was  consid¬ 


ered  for  inclusion  in  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion.  The  Senators  from  Mississippi 
were  intensely  interested  at  that  time. 
However,  cooperation  of  the  Governor 
was  lacking  and  we  did  not  include  them 
in  the  original  act  of  1965. 

They  are  included  in  the  Revision  and 
Extension  Act  of  1967. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  were  the  cri¬ 
teria?  Are  those  counties  attached  to 
the  Appalachian  region? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  They  are. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Are  they  part  of  it? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  They  are,  geo¬ 
graphically  and  in  other  ways,  and  we 
have  spelled  that  out  in  the  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  to  the  13  counties 
in  New  York,  are  we  to  understand  that 
they  are  contiguous  to  the  Appalachian 
region? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  They  have  been  in, 
from  the  beginning.  These  counties 
were  invited  in,  in  the  original  bill  in 
1965,  by  an  amendment  on  the  Senate 
floor.  Those  counties  were  included 
through  the  agreement  of  the  Governor 
of  New  York  and  the  commission. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Then  are  we  to  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  13  counties  to  which 
the  Senator  has  referred  in  title  IV  were 
admitted  2  years  ago? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  correct,  yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  same  ap¬ 
ply  for  the  18  in  Mississippi,  or  were  they 
added  this  year? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  We  are  adding  the 
Mississippi  counties  this  year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  Mississippi 
counties  are  the  only  ones  that  have  been 
added,  which  were  not  included  in  the 
1965  Act? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  No,  we  have  in¬ 
cluded  two  in  Alabama  and  one  in  New 
York.  The  committee  has  done  that  on 
the  basis  of  very  careful  study.  But  we 
have  language  in  the  1967  act  to  the 
effect  that  before  additional  counties 
may  be  added  in  the  future,  Congress 
itself  will  have  to  order  a  study  and  on 
the  basis  of  that  study,  the  committee 
will  make  its  findings.  We  felt  that  we 
must  not  fragmentize  or  overextend  the 
region.  It  has  certain  characteristics, 
and,  as  desirable  as  are  the  requests  of 
Senators  and  others  for  additions,  we 
feel  that  we  must  be  very  careful.  That 
is  the  thrust  of  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky,  as  he  has  ex¬ 
pressed  it  today  and  before  the  commit¬ 
tee.  I  concur  in  that  thinking,  and  I 
know  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  also 
feels  as  I  do. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  To  what  extent,  if 
any,  has  the  committee  modified  the  con¬ 
tributions  to  be  made  by  the  areas  that 
would  be  benefited  by  the  act?  In  other 
words,  as  I  understand,  on  road  con¬ 
struction  the  contribution  is  on  a  50-50 
basis.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  It  could  be  70-30. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Is  there  much  on  a 
70-30  basis? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  As  I  say,  it  can  go 
to  70-30,  but  there  is  no  change  in  the 
formula. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  about  the  con¬ 
tributions  in  respect  to  other  programs? 
Have  the  formulas  been  changed  in  any 
way? 
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Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  formulas  have 
not  been  changed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  about  the  cost 
of  administering  the  regional  commis¬ 
sion?  Has  that  been  revised? 

Mi-.  RANDOLPH.  The  bill  would  au¬ 
thorize  $1.7  million  for  administrative 
expenses. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  the  formula  has 
not  been  changed? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  It  has  been  changed, 
yes,  sir. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  To  what  extent? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  It  was  100-percent 
Federal,  now  it  is  50-50,  Federal  and 
State  participation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Fifty-fifty. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Fifty-fifty.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  period  of,  let  us  say.  Fed¬ 
eral  protectorship  should  now  be  past, 
and  we  have  provided  for  equal  respon¬ 
sibility. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  So  that  the  State 
governments  or  the  counties  will  pay 
50  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  commission? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  because  I  had 
promised  to  yield  to  him  at  this  point. 
He  has  certain  commitments,  and  I  know 
other  Senators  will  concur  in  my  yielding 
to  him  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  yielding  to  me.  While  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senators  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan  and  Mr.  Fulbright]  are  here, 
they  also  have  other  meetings  to  attend, 
and  are  interested  in  making  statements 
and  asking  questions  about  the  Ozark 
Commission  and  the  additions  to  the  bill 
for  the  other  commissions  that  have  been 
made  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  yield 
to  me  at  this  time  for  the  purpose  of  of¬ 
fering  an  amendment? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that 
it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris]  proposes 
an  amendment  as  follows : 

On  page  55,  line  9,  after  the  words  “The 
Secretary”  strike  out  “is  authorized”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu,  therefore,  “shall.” 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  before  I 
discuss  the  amendment  itself,  let  me 
state  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  how  grateful  I 
am  for  his  very  great  spirit  of  coopera¬ 
tion  and  helpfulness  towards  those  of  us 
who  represent  States  in  other  regions  of 
the  country.  In  the  first  place,  Mr. 
President,  we  never  would  have  passed 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965  except 
with  the  vigorous  support  and  active  help 
of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  I  had  the 
honor,  up  until  this  year,  of  serving  under 
his  great  leadership  on  that  committee, 
and  I  pay  him  that  public  tribute  and 
express  to  him  my  public  commendation 
and  appreciation  for  that  support. 


That  feeling  on  my  part  is  doubled  by 
the  help  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  has  given  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  which  I  and  oth¬ 
ers  offered  to  S.  602  in  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  and  which,  by  and  large, 
was  adopted  by  the  committee.  The 
amendment  provides  funds  for  technical 
assistance,  administrative  expenses,  and 
research  for  the  additional  regional  com¬ 
missions  established  under  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965,  and  also  provides  beginning  funds 
for  supplemental  grants-in-aid  for  the 
various  commissions. 

However,  after  the  basic  amendment 
was  adopted  in  the  subcommittee,  the 
matter  was  then  taken  up  in  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  and  at  that  time  the  full  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  made  a  change 
in  the  amendment,  as  it  had  been  adopted 
in  the  subcommittee,  which  provided  that 
the  funds  for  the  additional  commissions 
provided  in  the  amendment  could  not  be 
spent  by  those  commissions  until  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  had  received  and  ap¬ 
proved  a  comprehensive,  long-range  eco¬ 
nomic  plan. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  I  offered  in  the  committee, 
which  amendment  by  and  large  was 
adopted,  was  not  only  to  provide  funds 
for  these  regional  commissions,  but  also 
to  give  them  a  measure  of  autonomy  so 
that  they  might  be  more  equal  in  their 
status  with  the  Appalachian  Commis¬ 
sion.  That  purpose  was  served  in  the 
amendment  by  and  large.  But  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  the  words  that  I  have  just  read, 
requiring  a  long-range  comprehensive 
plan  and  its  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  before  the  funds  provided  in 
this  act  can  be  spent  by  these  commis¬ 
sions,  I  think,  is  a  step  in  the  other  di¬ 
rection. 

So,  I  joined  with  several  of  my  col¬ 
leagues,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nelson],  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright],  the  distinguished  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan],  and  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney], 
in  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
requesting  an  explanation  of  that  re¬ 
quirement. 

We  were  fearful  that,  if  a  total  and 
complete  comprehensive  plan  were  to  be 
required,  these  new  funds  would  not  be 
spent  soon,  and  the  Ozarks  Commission 
would  not  be  able  to  begin  to  provide  the 
immediate  help  these  regions  need. 

Mr.  President,  in  response  to  our  in¬ 
quiry  I  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Ross 
Davis,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development,  of  the  Department 
of  Commerce.  The  letter  is  dated  April 
26, 1967. 

It  states  in  one  important  paragraph: 

Accordingly,  since  at  any  given  time  it 
would  not  be  correct  to  say  that  a  plan  is 
complete,  the  significant  determination  re¬ 
quired  of  the  Secretary  is  that  the  planning 
process  has  been  initiated.  This  is  all  that 
the  proposed  amendments  require. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  entire  letter  referred  to  may 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


April  27,  1967 

April  26,  1967. 

Hon.  Fred  R.  Harris, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Harris:  Your  letter  of  April 
19,  1967,  points  out  that  S.  602 — to  amend 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act, 
recently  reported  out  by  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee,  contains  a  number  of  pro¬ 
posed  changes  to  Title  V  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

In  substance,  your  letter  points  out  that 
these  amendments,  among  other  things:  (1) 
will  require  each  regional  commission  to 
“initiate  and  coordinate  the  preparation  of 
long-range  over-all  economic  development 
programs  for  such  regions,  including  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  comprehensive  long-range 
economic  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary, ” 
and  (2),  authorize  certain  supplements  to 
federal  grant-in-aid  programs  once  a  compre¬ 
hensive  long-range  economic  plan  is  estab¬ 
lished  in  accordance  with  (1)  above. 

You  ask  our  comments  on  the  effect  of  this 
language  as  an  additional  condition  to  be 
met  by  the  commissions;  what  would  be  the 
official  position  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
with  respect  to  an  acceptable  comprehensive 
long-range  economic  plan;  and  evaluation  of 
the  new  language  described  above;  and  final¬ 
ly,  how  this  language  will  affect  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  program. 

A  primary  function  of  the  regional  com¬ 
mission  is,  of  course,  the  development  of  an 
effective  long-range  economic  development 
program  for  the  region.  A  key  element  of 
this  activity  is  the  planning  process.  In  sum¬ 
mary,  the  planning  process  referred  to  in 
sections  503  and  509(a)  of  the  amendments 
(including  the  development  of  comprehen¬ 
sive  long-range  plans)  is  not  a  process  which 
may  be  said  to  be  completed  at  any  given 
point  in  time  and  submitted  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  approval.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  an 
ongoing  process,  focused  on  economic  devel¬ 
opment,  comprehensive  in  scope  but  aimed  at 
definite  goals.  It  also  is  action  orientated, 
project  orientated,  and  constantly  under 
study,  review,  and  revision. 

Accordingly,  since  at  any  given  time  it 
would  not  be  correct  to  say  that  a  plan  is 
complete,  the  significant  determination  re¬ 
quired  of  the  Secretary  is  that  the  planning 
process  has  been  initiated.  This  is  all  that 
the  proposed  amendments  require. 

The  planning  and  program  development 
process  contemplated  in  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  and  included 
in  the  proposed  new  language  will  not  in 
any  way  slow  down  or  impede  the  progress 
of  the  regional  commission  program.  As  we 
interpret  the  requirements  of  the  language, 
once  the  development  planning  process  de¬ 
scribed  above  is  started,  the  supplemental 
grant  program  also  can  be  put  into  motion. 
And  as  long  as  the  planning  process  is  con¬ 
tinued  the  requirements  of  the  statute  are 
met. 

While  planning,  as  I  have  indicated,  is  a 
key  role  of  the  regional  commissions,  it  is 
not  the  only  role.  The  supplemental  grant 
program  contemplated  by  S.  602  is  an  im¬ 
portant  adjunct  to  the  planning  process  be¬ 
cause  it  gives  concrete  evidence  of  the  results 
of  regional  commission  planning  activity. 

It  was  in  recognition  of  this  need  that  the 
President's  budget  for  fiscal  year  1968  in¬ 
cluded  $10  million  earmarked  for  supple¬ 
mental  grants  for  the  regional  commissions 
under  the  authority  of  Title  I  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act.  The  additional  au¬ 
thority  for  a  similar  but  somewhat  broader 
activity  under  the  proposed  amendments 
would  augment  this  important  phase  of  the 
regional  commission  program. 

We  are  satisfied  that  this  supplemental 
grant  activity  is  both  desirable  and  neces¬ 
sary.  I  assure  you  that  the  preliminary  plan¬ 
ning  requirements  will  be  used  only  to 
strengthen  and  not  to  stifle  this  activity. 

I  have  discussed  these  principles  with 
both  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  the 
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Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  They 
have  expressed  agreement  with  the  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  new  legislation  and  the 
principles  which  I  have  outlined  above. 

If  you  have  any  further  questions  on  this 
matter,  I  would  be  most  happy  to  respond. 

Sincerely, 

Ross  D.  Davis, 

Assistant  Secretary 
for  Economic  Development. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  amendment  would  amend  lines 
9  and  10  on  page  55  of  the  pending  bill. 
It  would  change  the  words  “The  Secre¬ 
tary  is  authorized”  to  “the  Secretary 
shall.” 

I  think  that  should  be  done,  since  we 
are  limiting  the  authority  of  those  com¬ 
missions  by  this  language  on  the  require¬ 
ment  of  a  comprehensive  plan. 

I  think  it  would  therefore  be  more  ap¬ 
propriate  to  say  that,  after  the  plan  has 
been  approved,  the  Secretary  “shall"  pro¬ 
vide  these  funds,  rather  than  that  he  is 
“authorized”  to  do  so. 

I  hope  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
will  be  able  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
accept  the  amendment.  The  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  on  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  is  also  agreeable  to  ac¬ 
cepting  the  amendment. 

We  feel  that  it  may  be  unnecessary, 
but  we  are  willing  to  nail  it  down  as  the 
Senator  desires.  Therefore,  we  accept 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very 
grateful  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

I  am  sure  that  I  know  what  the  an¬ 
swer  to  my  question  will  be,  but  I  think 
we  ought  to  make  a  further  record  on 
this  matter.  Is  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  in  agreement  with  the  letter 
received  from  Mr.  Ross  Davis  which  has 
just  been  printed  in  the  Record,  from 
his  own  interpretation  of  the  testimony 
given  at  the  hearings  and  from  the  con¬ 
sideration  afforded  to  this  matter  by  the 
committee,  that  this  merely  means  the 
initiation  of  a  comprehensive  plan  and 
does  not  require  a  complete  plan  before 
the  funds  can  be  spent? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  am  glad  that  the  Senator  referred 
to  the  documentation  of  his  point  by 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Commerce  Ross  D. 
Davis,  and  I  concur  in  the  interpretations 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  in  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma.  He  has  taken  an  active  part 
and  done  great  work  on  this  matter. 

Let  the  record  show  that  I  join  with 
him  in  the  amendment  and  in  his  request. 

I  express  also  my  appreciation  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  who  has  been 
most  cooperative  with  us  in  our  efforts 
and  in  the  efforts  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  to  try  to  bring  the  Ozarks 
region  along  in  the  wake,  we  might  say, 
of  the  Appalachian  program,  which  is 
doing  so  much  to  prove  that  this  can  be 
an  effective  way  to  develop  the  country. 


I  appreciate  very  much  the  efforts  of 
the  Senators  from  Oklahoma  and  West 
Virginia. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  has  been  a  real  stalwart  in 
our  effort  to  get  the  Ozarks  Regional 
Commission  under  way.  The  project 
would  not  have  been  possible  without  his 
vital  help. 

I  appreciate  the  willingness  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  of  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  accept  the  amendment. 

As  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
knows,  there  is  one  further  thing  that 
we  are  interested  in,  and  that  is  the 
tremendous  need  that  exists  in  the 
Ozarks  region  for  additional  substantial 
and  immediate  funds,  particularly  in  re¬ 
gard  to  lake  access  roads,  ports,  and 
highways  generally,  that  are  over  and 
above  the  regular  highway  program  and 
outside  the  means  of  the  three  States  in 
the  Ozarks  region  to  provide  in  time  to 
make  fully  usable,  among  other  things, 
the  Arkansas  River  navigation  project. 

I  am  very  grateful  for  the  memoran¬ 
dum  which  I  received  today  from  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  and  for  the  conversation  I  have 
had  with  him  since,  to  the  effect  that 
it  is  his  plan,  by  mid-July,  to  hold  hear¬ 
ings  on  legislation  to  authorize  funds 
for  these  additional  regional  commis¬ 
sions. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  memorandum  of  April  26, 
1967,  from  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia,  to  me  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Memorandum,  April  26,  1967 
To:  Senator  Fred  Harris. 

From:  Senator  Jennings  Randolph,  Chair¬ 
man. 

Dear  Fred:  I  am  informed  that  you  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  concerned  about  the  lack  of 
program  fund  authorizations  for  the  Ozarks 
Commission. 

The  members  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  tried  within  the  limits  of  the  record 
before  us  to  provide  “seed  money”  in  the 
form  of  supplements  of  grant-in-aid  funds. 

I  understand  and  fully  appreciate  your 
feelings  that  more  is  needed  if  the  so-called 
Title  V  Region  Commissions  are  to  do  their 
job  of  revitalizing  the  economies  of  the  areas 
included  in  those  regions.  For  this  reason, 
it  is  my  intention  to  hold  hearings  in  mid- 
July  on  legislation  to  authorize  funds  for 
programs  for  these  regions.  I  believe  that 
the  Commissions  already  in  existence  can 
formulate  cohesive  and  comprehensive  pro¬ 
grams  based  on  the  needs  of  the  regions  they 
serve. 

I  will  contact  you  personally  today  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  matter  more  fully. 

Truly, 

Jennings  Randolph, 

Chairman. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  pleased  to  yield  to  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan]. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator.  I  associate  myself 
with  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris]  and  with  my  colleague,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful¬ 


bright],  in  the  remarks  they  have  made 
with  respect  to  the  pending  amendment 
and  the  subject  generally,  and  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  memorandum  from  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  committee, 
which  memorandum  has  just  been 
printed  in  the  Record. 

I  have  read  the  memorandum  and  it 
assures  us  that  hearings  will  be  held. 

I  hope  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  who  is  in  a  po¬ 
sition  to  understand — and  who  does  fully 
understand,  I  am  sure — the  problems  we 
have  in  the  Arkansas  River  Valley,  par¬ 
ticularly  as  it  has  been  referred  to  here 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  concerning  the  urgency  of  getting 
these  roads  built  and  the  program  acti¬ 
vated  and  underway  down  there. 

I  hope,  in  view  of  what  I  know  is  his 
sympathetic  understanding,  that  he  can 
also  give  us  his  assurance  not  only  that 
hearings  will  be  held,  but  also  that  a  very 
definite  and  sincere  effort  will  be  made  to 
report  legislation  at  the  conclusion  of 
those  hearings,  that  the  matter  will  be 
expedited,  and  that  an  effort  will  be 
made  to  report  legislation  to  give  us 
some  relief  and  get  our  program  author¬ 
ized  and  underway. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  and  fully  appreciate  the 
feelings  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
and  the  Senators  from  Arkansas  that 
more  is  needed  if  the  so-called  title  V 
Commissions  are  to  do  their  job  of  re¬ 
vitalizing  the  economies  of  the  areas  in¬ 
cluded  within  those  regions. 

The  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  tried,  within  the  limits  of 
the  record  before  us,  to  provide  what 
amounts  to  “seed  money”  in  the  form  of 
supplements  to  the  existing  Federal 
grant-in-aid  program. 

Admittedly,  the  title  V  Commissions 
have  been  extremely  slow  .in  beginning 
their  work.  This  has  resulted  from 
many  problems  with  which  we  are 
aware.  I  stress  the  point  that  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program,  which  we  are  ex¬ 
tending  and  revising  in  the  bill  before  us, 
was  in  the  planning  stage  from  1960, 
when  the  Governors  of  Appalachia  met 
in  Annapolis,  Md.,  until  the  Senate 
passed  the  act  in  1965.  The  foundation 
of  that  act  was  the  report  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  on  Appalachia  and 
hearings  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  in  1964.  Even  with 
this  broad  range  of  discussion  and  care¬ 
ful  planning  as  a  base,  the  Appalachian 
program  itself  has  required  time  to 
function.  As  of  February  28,  1967,  ob¬ 
ligations,  including  highways,  have 
totaled  almost  $188  million.  This  is 
from  an  overall  authorization  of  a 
$1,092  billion,  and  appropriations  of  $467 
million. 

There  is  no  desire  on  the  part  of  this 
Senator  or  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  to  thwart  the  aspirations  of  the 
people  of  the  Ozark  region.  It  is  im¬ 
possible  for  me,  however,  to  accept  an 
amendment  for  the  authorization  of  sub¬ 
stantial  sums  of  money  for  programs 
which  have  not  been  given  adequate 
hearing.  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt  the 
validity  of  the  request  or  the  beneficial 
results  which  will  be  achieved  by  the 
construction  of  projects  financed  by  this 
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request.  But  I  do  not  see  how  we  can 
avoid  the  established  order  in  carrying 
out  the  business  of  the  Senate.  I  have 
assured  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  and 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  that  I  am 
ready  to  hold  hearings,  no  later  than 
mid-July,  on  legislation  to  authorize 
funds  for  programs  for  the  title  V  re¬ 
gions.  I  believe  that  the  Commissions 
so  established  and  already  in  existence 
can  formulate  the  kinds  of  programs  and 
secure  the  backup  data  necessary  to 
qualify  for  favorable  decisions  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  request  that  we  be  accorded  op¬ 
portunities  to  reach  decisions  in  the 
normal  and  reasoned  way  in  which  these 
matters  should  be  handled. 

Toward  that  end,  I  assure  the  Sen¬ 
ators  that  I  shall  exert  my  conscientious 
efforts. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
very  gratifying  and  reassuring  to  me  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
has  referred  to  our  problem,  what  we  are 
receiving  at  the  moment,  as  “seed 
money.”  From  his  remarks,  I  clearly  as¬ 
sume  that  he  recognizes  and  concedes 
that  seed  money  has  to  be  cultivated  if 
it  is  to  grow  and  to  develop.  Therefore, 
from  what  he  has  said,  I  believe  that  he 
he  is  telling  us  that  he  is  willing  to  put 
his  hand  to  the  plow  and  help  us  culti¬ 
vate  this  seed  money  and  see  that  it 
grows  into  the  project  that  we  so  richly 
deserve  and  so  humbly  beseech  him  to 
help  us  secure. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  has 
expressed  a  magic  metaphor,  but  I  do 
wish  to  make  it  meaningful. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  The  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Arkansas  has  been 
the  real  guiding  force  behind  some  of 
the  ideas  that  we  have  to  increase  the  re¬ 
gional  development  program  that  is 
started  in  the  Ozarks  region.  He  and  I 
have  been  practically  living  together  the 
last  few  days.  We  have  met  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  Budget 
Director,  and  the  head  of  the  Economic 
Development  Administration.  I  am 
pleased  to  say  that  I  join  with  the  senior 
Senator  from  Arkansas,  rather  than  that 
he  is  joining  with  me,  in  this  effort  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
ArkRns9S 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  and  to  as¬ 
sociate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  also 
grateful  for  the  remarks  that  have  been 
made  on  the  floor  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  about  hear¬ 
ings  on  authorizations  and  his  willing¬ 
ness  to  help  us  get  additional  substantial 
authorizations  for  the  Ozarks  Regional 
Commission. 

I  have,  together  with  other  Senators, 
put  together  an  amendment  which  I  had 


intended  to  offer  today,  which  would 
provide  very  minimal  funds  for  the  im¬ 
mediate  road  and  highway  needs  in  the 
Ozarks  region,  totaling  some  $62  million. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  break¬ 
down  of  that  proposed  amendment,  and 
sums  which  would  have  been  sought  by 
it,  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  docu¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Ozarks  development  highway  system 

1.  Oklahoma: 

(a)  Primary  roads,  82.7 

miles _ $9,  448,  000 

(b)  Access  roads,  117.4 

miles _  10, 142,  000 


Total,  200.1  miles _  19,  630,  000 


2.  Missouri: 

(a)  Primary  roads,  83  miles.  17,600,000 

(b)  Access  roads,  13  miles —  2,  000,  000 


Total,  96  miles _  19,  600,  000 


3.  Ozarks  region,  public  ports 
and  terminal  roads: 

(a)  Access  roads  to  ports, 

24.49  miles _  3,  659,  000 

(b)  Access  roads  to  lakes 

and  recreation  areas, 

536.5  miles _ 13,  412,500 

(c)  Access  roads  to  lakes 

and  recreation  areas 
under  construction, 

232.6  miles _  5,  815,  000 


Total,  793.59  miles..  22,  886,  500 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  em¬ 
phasize  that  these  are  very  minimal 
funds,  the  absolute  basic  minimum  that 
is  immediately  needed  if  we  are  to  ac¬ 
celerate  the  economic  growth  of  this 
region  of  America,  which  has  not  kept 
up  with  the  national  economic  growth. 

Without  prolonging  this  matter  much 
further,  I  wish  to  point  out  that  there 
has  been  great  national  attention  given 
to  the  Appalachia  region  and  its  prob¬ 
lems,  and  properly  so.  The  Ozarks  re¬ 
gion,  which  encompasses  western  Arkan¬ 
sas,  eastern  Oklahoma,  and  southwest¬ 
ern  Missouri,  is  a  region  of  America 
which  matches  the  very  depressing  sta¬ 
tistics  of  Appalachia,  and  in  many  re¬ 
spects  surpasses  them.  I  refer  to  Adair 
County,  in  eastern  Oklahoma,  which  is 
probably  the  county  with  the  most  de¬ 
pressing  statistics  in  eastern  Oklahoma, 
but  is,  I  believe,  nevertheless,  typical  of 
many  of  the  counties  of  this  depressed 
region. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  an  extract  from  census  and 
other  records,  which  gives  some  idea  of 
the  economic  problems  in  this  area,  con¬ 
cerning  Adair  County,  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extract 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

II.  Adair — Median  family  income,  1960,  $ 1,919 


A.  Total  families: 

Total  families _  3,  369 


Families  under  $1,000  _  725 

Families  under  $3,000  _  2,  335 


Percent  of  families  under  $3,000.  69. 3 
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11.  Adair — Median  family  income,  1960, 


$1,919 — Continued 
B.  Total  labor  force: 

Total  labor  force _  5,  500 


Employment _  4,  400 

Unemployment _  1, 100 


Unemployment  rate  (percent) _  20 

C.  Education:  Men  and  women  over 
25  years  of  age: 

0  school  years  completed _ _  372 

1  to  4  years  completed- _  1,  227 

5  to  6  years  completed _  983 

7  years  completed _  642 

Total  less  than  8  years _ _ 3,  224 


Percent  with  less  than  8th  grade.  46 

D.  Public  welfare  aid: 

Total  population _ 13,  112 

Total  recipients  _  3,  126 

E.  Housing: 

Percent 

Total  housing _  3, 999  _ 

No  piped  water _  1,753  45.8 

Other  toile,t  facilities  or 
none _  2,  098  52.  5 

F.  Racial  composition  of  population: 

Percent 

White _ 76.  7 

Negro _  .  1 

Indian  _ 23.  3 


Mr.  HARRIS.  With  the  assurance  of 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  for  which  we 
are  most  grateful,  that  we  will  have  hear¬ 
ings  by  mid-July  on  additional  substan¬ 
tial  authorizations  for  the  Ozarks  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  and  these  other  re¬ 
gional  commissions  under  title  V,  and  his 
willingness  to  help  us  get  them,  I  shall 
not  offer  any  amendment  for  that  pur¬ 
pose  at  this  time. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  If  the  Senator 
from  Florida  will  allow  me  to  conclude 
this  discussion  with  an  observation  I  will 
be  glad  to  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  To 
whom,  the  Chair  asks,  is  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  yielding  the  floor? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  had  yielded  the  floor. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  had  not  under¬ 
stood  that  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
yielded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
floor  had  been  yielded  by  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  May  I  address  the 
Chair? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  do  assure  and  re¬ 
assure  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  that 
the  hearings  we  have  discussed  will  be 
held.  I  hope  that  the  hearings  will  de¬ 
velop  sound  reasons  for  amendments  to 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  yield  to  me  for  a  question  or  two? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  will  re¬ 
call  that  this  is  one  of  the  few  measures 
of  the  so-called  Great  Society  program 
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in  the  field  of  welfare — and  that  Is  the 
field  this  is  in — that  I  have  voted  for, 
I  was  glad  to  vote  for  it. 

There  is  nothing  that  counts  quite  so 
much  as  personal  observation  and  in¬ 
spection.  I  have  seen  something  of  the 
poverty  and  depression  that  has  existed 
in  some  of  the  former  coal  producing 
areas  and  oil  producing  areas  in  West 
Virginia.  I  have  seen  something  of  the 
same  sort  in  eastern  Kentucky,  and  some, 
although  not  so  much,  of  the  problems  in 
Pennsylvania. 

I  do  want  to  see  this  program  given  a 
chance  to  suceed.  That  does  not  mean 
I  wish  to  commit  myself  to  it  on  any 
permanent  basis. 

Do  I  understand  from  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  that  this  extension  is 
for  2  years?  Is  that  the  period  of  the 
extension? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  And  a  small  exten¬ 
sion  of  area  in  a  certain  direction.  This 
extension  is  for  2  years  only. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  objectives  of  the  program,  which 
were  largely  confined  to  road  construc¬ 
tion,  so  necessary  in  those  regions,  and 
health  work  and  vocational  training, 
with  some  part  devoted  to  reforestation, 
still  remain  the  major  objectives  of  the 
program? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  thrust  of  the  program  is  the 
same  as  it  was  in  the  bill  in  1965.  Some 
85  percent  of  the  funds  will  go  to  con¬ 
struction  and  development  of  roads.  It 
is  important  to  repeat  what  I  said  in 
1965,  I  have  no  desire  to  establish  an¬ 
other  bureaucratic  program.  I  have  a 
great  desire  to  see  the  States  by  their 
own  initiative  develop  this  program  as  a 
partnership.  They  have  been  doing  that 
and  the  program  is  underway.  The 
achievements  are  notable,  but  final  suc¬ 
cess  is  still  to  be  attained. 

I  join  the  Senator  from  Florida  in 
saying  that  these  programs  are  sound 
programs,  and  they  are  going  to  pay 
dividends  to  this  region  and  to  its  people. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  knows  the 
people  of  West  Virginia.  He  has  fore¬ 
bears  in  that  State.  He  knows  we  have 
had  problems,  but  they  are  on  their  way 
to  be  solved.  The  extension  requested  is 
not  an  unreasonable  request.  It  is  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  a  program  that  is  now 
underway. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  have 
that  statement  from  the  distinguished 
Senator. 

Am  I  correct  in  my  understanding  that 
the  highway  construction  program,  giv¬ 
ing  access  into  this  mountainous  region, 
remains  the  major  single  part  of  the 
so-called  Appalachian  program? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  We  find  new  and  diversified  indus¬ 
tries  being  developed.  They  are  small 
units  in  some  instances.  There  is  a  feel¬ 
ing  on  the  part  of  the  States  within  the 
area  that  we  are  providing  the  means  by 
which  they  can  meet  their  problems.  In 
nowise  could  this  program  be  charac¬ 
terized  as  a  giveaway.  It  is  an  eco¬ 
nomic  development  program  guided  by 


sound  criteria  for  the  investment  of  pub¬ 
lic  funds. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  ask  one  more 
question.  Has  there  been  any  reversal 
of  the  trend  of  loss  of  population  in  the 
State  so  ably  represented  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator?  There  was  a  period 
when  it  looked  as  -if  West  Virginia,  a 
State  which  I  dearly  love,  as  the  Senator 
knows  was  losing  population,  as  well  as 
losing  revenue. 

Has  there  been  a  reversal  of  that 
trend,  resulting,  in  the  main,  from  the 
program  which  we  are  talking  about? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  We  believe  there 
has  been  a  recent  stabilization  of  the 
population  figure  in  West  Virginia.  We 
know  in  the  period  1950-60  we  lost  ap¬ 
proximately  7.3  percent  of  our  popula¬ 
tion  in  West  Virginia.  Arkansas  was  the 
only  other  State  which  had  a  similar  loss 
and  it  had  a  loss  of  population  approxi¬ 
mating  7  percent. 

I  hope  this  is  not  facetious.  It  is 
spoken  in  good  humor.  Even  though  we 
lost  population  I  never  felt  that  we  ac¬ 
tually  lost  it.  We  simply  sent  mission¬ 
aries  into  Florida  and  other  States 
throughout  the  Union. 

We  are  stabilizing  our  population  at 
the  present  time  in  West  Virginia.  We 
think  this  is  due- in  part  to  a  program 
created  by  the  Appalachian  legislation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  As  long  ago  as  in  the 
1880’s  a  West  Virginian — whether  she 
was  a  missionary  or  not  I  am  unable  to 
say — came  into  the  State  of  Florida  and 
helped  to  set  up  a  Florida  family  of 
which  I  happen  to  be  a  member.  If 
there  is  any  way  we  can  help  now  by 
assisting  West  Virginia  to  regain  its  im¬ 
petus  and  get  over  this  depression  that 
has  followed  the  difficulties  in  the  coal 
producing  business  and  the  oil  produc¬ 
ing  business,  and  other  problems,  I 
would  feel  as  if  we  are  beginning  to 
balance  our  books. 

I  wish  to  tell  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  that  I  expect  to  stick  with  him 
during  these  next  2  years.  I  make  no 
commitment  whatever  for  any  period 
after  that. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  deal  with  a  problem  in  the  bill 
which  may  take  one  amendment,  and 
certainly  may  take  two  amendments.  I 
would  like  to  get  some  feeling  from  Sen¬ 
ators  before  I  actually  move  to  offer  an 
amendment. 

I  wish  to  make  a  brief  statement  as 
to  my  position.  Then,  I  shall  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Baker],  who  has  another  engagement, 
so  that  he  may  express  himself  on  this 
subject.  Then  I  shall  cany  on  the  dis¬ 
cussion. 

Inasmuch  as  I  am  a  lawyer,  I  wish  to 
state  what  I  wish  to  accomplish.  One 
New  York  county  has  been  added  under 
this  bill  to  the  13  counties  which  were 
added  by  the  amendment  to  the  origi¬ 
nal  bill  by  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy!.  I  jointly  spon¬ 
sored  that  proposal  at  the  time  the  bill 
was  before  the  Senate. 

That  would  make  the  added  county  of 
Schoharie,  which  is  physically  attached 
to  those  previously,  in. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  has  already 


pointed  out,  in  that  regard,  that  there 
are  two  other  counties  which  were  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  committee,  but  without  the 
same  amount  of  data  and  detail  that 
they  had  on  Schoharie;  namely,  Sullivan 
and  Yates  Counties,  which  have  the 
same  kind  of  case  to  be  included,  but  were 
not  included. 

My  purpose  here  is  to  raise  the  ques¬ 
tion,  and  perhaps  to  move  to  amend  the 
bill,  to  include  those  two  countries;  in  any 
case,  to  raise  the  serious  question 
whether  it  is  fair  to  include  one  county 
without  including  the  other  two,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  they  all  meet  exactly  the 
same  kind  of  criteria,  that  it  is  strictly 
arbitrary  to  take  one  county  and  ex¬ 
clude  two.  All  need  it  equally.  It  does 
not  matter  to  the  bill,  because  it  is  a 
question  of  what  area  we  should  reach 
that  deserves  to  be  reached. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  referred  to  the  fact  that  these 
two  counties  do  meet  the  same  criteria 
and  emphasized  that,  although  he  was 
opposed  to  including  any  counties  in  the 
area  of  the  bill,  all  he  wanted  were 
criteria  which  would  enable  us  to  judge 
whether  additional  counties,  if  there  were 
to  be  any,  belonged  in  this  particular 
legislation. 

I  think  that  these  two  counties  do.  I 
think  that  the  standards  would  be  en¬ 
tirely  served  by  the  argument  which  I 
will  make  to  show  that  they  do.  I  will 
then  determine,  if  we  get  some  con¬ 
sciousness  of  how  the  committee  feels 
about  it,  whether  actually  to  press  an 
amendment  which  I  will  call  up  in  a 
moment. 

In  the  meantime,  I  should  like  to 
yield  at  this  time  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker],  so  that  he  may 
express  his  views. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  York  for  yielding  to  me.  I 
hasten  to  say,  as  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  and  one  who 
participated  in  the  hearings  which  pro¬ 
duced  the  bill,  that  I  have  already,  before 
today,  assured  my  colleagues  that  I  sup¬ 
port  the  bill  and  will  urge  acceptance  of 
it. 

As  I  also  pointed  out  in  my  comments 
earlier,  this  is  so,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  all  of  us,  I  suppose,  do  have 
some  differences  and  some  variations  in 
viewpoints  on  how  the  bill  and  its  pur¬ 
poses  might  be  implemented  in  particu¬ 
lar  regions  and  areas.  This  does  not  de¬ 
tract,  however,  from  the  desirability  of 
the  vehicle  of  the  bill  with  the  approach 
on  a  regional  and  semiautonomous 
basis. 

In  this  case,  however,  we  are  dealing 
with  the  addition  of  more  counties  des¬ 
ignated  as  part  of  the  Appalachian  area 
to  be  brought  under  the  cover  of  the 
various  proposals  for  which  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  bill  provides. 

The  committee,  I  think  wisely,  has 
provided  in  the  bill  that  this  problem,  in 
the  future,  may  not  be  so  much  of  a  prob¬ 
lem  because  it  is  providing,  on  request  of 
Congress,  that  the  regional  commission 
will  consider  whether  or  not  additional 
counties  will  be  added  from  time  to  time. 

I  commend  the  chairman  and  the 
ranking  Republican  member  for  their 
foresight  in  so  providing.  However,  to- 
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day,  we  are  confronted  with  a  situation 
which  is  a  little  different.  We  have  not 
yet  agreed  to  this  amendment  to  the  bill. 
We  have  not  yet  provided  congressional 
control  in  determining  what  counties 
may  be  added.  We  do  have,  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  a  recommendation;  name¬ 
ly,  the  addition  of  one  New  York  county, 
Schoharie.  I  certainly  have  no  quarrel 
with  the  addition  of  Schoharie  County. 
However,  I  do  feel,  under  existing  criteria 
and  under  existing  tests  of  topography, 
of  sociological  considerations,  and  eco¬ 
nomic  considerations,  that  the  counties 
of  Yates  and  Sullivan,  adjacent  to  and 
in  the  same  and  contiguous  area  of  New 
York,  bear  the  same  justification  as 
Schoharie  County  and  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  on  an  equal  basis  by  the  proposal 
which  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits],  I  understand,  may  now  offer 
from  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  in  closing,  let  me  say 
that  I  do  support  the  bill.  I  believe 
that  it  is  a  fine,  new  approach  to  a 
regional  concept  of  sociological  improve¬ 
ment.  I  believe,  however,  in  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  impartial  justice  and  equity, 
that  if  Schoharie  County  is  included 
now,  as  is  recommended  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senate  should  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  considering  Sullivan  and  Yates 
Counties  as  well,  which  bear  substan¬ 
tially  the  identical  characteristics  as  the 
one  now  proposed  to  be  included. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  New  York 
for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  my  colleague 
vea*y  much  for  his  remarks.  I  point 
out  that  he  carried  the  ball  for  me  in 
the  committee  in  a  very  valiant  effort 
to  get  these  two  counties  included.  I 
am  grateful  to  him.  I  think  that  the 
people  of  New  York  will  also  be  grateful 
to  him  for  what  he  has  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  up  my  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  at  the  desk  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read 
as  follows: 

On  page  53,  line  21,  after  the  word 
“Steuben”  add  the  word  “Sullivan”  and 
after  the  word  “Tompkins”  add  the  word 
“Yates.” 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
really  laid  down,  and  my  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker] 
has  already  confirmed  from  his  intimate 
knowledge  of  the  activities  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  basic  point  which  is  involved ; 
namely,  that  if  we  include  the  additional 
county  of  Schoharie,  there  is  really  no 
reason  in  logic  or  justice  why  Sullivan 
and  Yates  Counties  should  not  also  be 
included. 

They  meet  the  criteria,  in  the  sense 
that  the  topographical  map  shows  them 
to  be  mountains,  high  hills,  and  rugged 
terrain  in  the  Appalachian  region,  as  it 
is  defined,  that  both  counties  have  rela¬ 
tively  modest  populations;  namely,  Sulli¬ 
van,  45,272,  according  to  the  last  census, 
and  Yates,  18,614. 

When  we  lay  them  side  by  side  with 
the  criteria  for  Schoharie  County,  which 
the  committee  lays  down  as  its  justifica¬ 
tion,  contained  on  page  47  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  on  any  standard — the  first 


standard  is  families  with  incomes  below 
$3,000 — Schoharie  County  has  27.9  per¬ 
cent.  The  average  for  Appalachia  is  17.1 
percent. 

The  figure  for  Yates  County  is  25.3 
percent.  The  figure  for  Sullivan  County 
is  21.9  percent — all  in  the  same  general 
order  of  magnitude. 

The  unemployment  rates  for  Schoharie 
County  are  somewhat  higher  than  they 
are  for  Yates  and  Sullivan. 

Sullivan,  6.3  percent. 

Yates,  4.1  percent. 

Schoharie,  for  summer  unemployment, 
shows  a  little  over  8  percent. 

The  13-county  average  unemployment 
rate  in  1966  in  this  New  York  area  was 
3.5  percent. 

On  the  figure  of  those  25  years  and 
older  who  have  incomes  in  excess  of 
$10,000,  another  one  of  the  criteria  set 
forth  in  the  committee  report,  again 
there  is  comparability,  the  figure  of 
roughly  a  little  over  7  percent.  This  is 
shown  on  page  48  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port. 

In  Yates  County,  for  example,  it  is  a 
little  over  8  percent. 

In  short,  Mr.  President,  as  we  look  at 
the  criteria  upon  which  the  committee 
apparently  bases  its  judgment,  it  is  al¬ 
most  impossible  to  distinguish  these  two 
counties,  in  the  sense  of  the  order  of 
magnitude,  from  the  county  which  was 
included. 

In  addition,  both  these  counties  are 
contiguous  to  the  are  to  be  served.  Sul¬ 
livan  County,  incidentally,  is  not  only 
contiguous  to  the  New  York  counties,  but 
also  has  a  direct  tie-in  with  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  counties  within  the  Appalachian 
region  and  has  a  considerable  economic 
community  of  interest  with  them. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  the  question  which 
faces  me,  under  the  circumstances,  is 
whether  to  tempt  the  fates  by  pressing 
the  amendment  and  getting  a  vote  and 
perhaps  having  it  turned  down  in  view  of 
the  natural  disinclination — which  I  can 
understand — on  the  floor,  even  by  my 
friend  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper'],  to  add  additional  counties,  or 
whether  to  ascertain,  in  some  way,  the 
view  or  the  rationale  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  and  the  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member,  which  prevailed  in  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  then  go  to  work  in  the  other 
body — I  have  talked  with  both  Repre¬ 
sentatives  who  handle  these  two  partic¬ 
ular  areas — in  the  expectation  or  hope 
of  getting  it  included  there,  and  again 
the  expectation  or  hope  that  it  might, 
if  included  there,  have  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  conferees  here. 

Also,  Mr.  President,  I  am  somewhat 
motivated  and  concerned  by  the  fact 
that'  the  counties  which  are  legislated 
•into  the  bill  are  now,  if  the  bill  stands 
as  it  is,  being  rather  thoroughly  locked 
in,  because  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
which  will  now  become  law — assuming 
that  the  bill  goes  through  as  it  is  pres¬ 
ently  set  before  us — deprive  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Commission  of  the  opportunity 
to  study  the  inclusion  of  additional  areas 
unless  they  are  requested  to  do  so  by 
the  Congress.  That  means  a  law  passed 
by  the  Congress  and  signed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  which  seems  to  me  a  very  cumber¬ 
some  proposition  in  terms  of  getting  any 
other  areas  studied  in  the  first  instance. 


Again,  this  is  a  question  to  be  present¬ 
ed  to  the  committee  which  passed  on  the 
matter.  Did  they  intend  to  make  it  as 
tight  as  all  that,  which,  for  practical 
purposes,  bars  these  two  additional  coun¬ 
ties  from  getting  included  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region,  no  matter  how  meritori¬ 
ous  their  case  may  be,  in  the  days  ahead, 
or  was  it  their  intention  that  there  would 
be  requests  for  surveys,  et  cetera,  by  the 
committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House, 
in  which  case  there  would  be  some  hope 
of  being  able  to  do  something  about  the 
situation? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  chairman  of  our 
committee,  who  is  the  floor  manager  of 
the  bill,  has  referred  this  question  to  me, 
because  I  am  responsible  for  having 
made  the  suggestion  that  a  curb  be 
placed  upon  the  addition  of  other 
counties. 

Following  discussions  in  the  Special 
Subcommittee  on  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  and  in  the  full  committee,  we  de¬ 
veloped  this  provision.  Its  purpose  is  to 
prevent  the  Commission,  on  its  own  initi¬ 
ative,  from  making  recommendations 
toward  the  admission  of  other  counties 
or  areas,  which  would  inevitably  lead  to 
pressure  upon  the  committees  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  admit  them. 

Upon  the  initiative  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  in  bringing  it  to  my 
attention,  I  must  say  that  it  may,  in  fact, 
be  too  restrictive. 

There  is  a  precedent  initiating  studies 
of  this  kind.  The  precedent  is  that, 
upon  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  can  be  directed  to  undertake  a 
survey  or  review  of  a  project — which 
may  require  for  its  completion  millions 
of  dollars. 

As  I  understand,  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  York  is  proposing  that  the  bill 
be  amended  so  as  to  authorize  a  study 
of  any  proposed  change  in  the  geo¬ 
graphic  definition  of  the  Appalachian 
region — upon  the  adoption  of  a  specific 
resolution  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  would  be  my 
thought.  At  the  least,  I  would  hope  that 
we  would  have  some  chance,  if  we  failed 
in  the  present  effort  and  in  the  other 
body. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  believe  the  change 
should  be  made. 

I  say  that  as  the  one  who  initiated  the 
idea  of  placing  some  restriction  on  the 
addition  without  criteria  of  new  coun¬ 
ties.  I  repeat  that  my  idea  about  the 
addition  of  other  counties  is  not  directed 
toward  the  merits  of  the  admission  of 
any  particular  county.  Rather,  as  I 
stated  on  the  Senate  floor  a  while  ago, 
and  as  I  also  made  known  in  my  sup¬ 
plemental  views  filed  as  a  part  of  the 
committee  report,  I  believe  there  is  a 
danger  to  the  entire  program  if  areas  and 
counties  are  added  without  clearly  estab¬ 
lished  criteria. 

I  will  say  again  what  I  said  in  the 
committee;  At  least  upon  the  basis  of 
the  reasoning  implied  by  the  admission 
of  Schoharie  County,  there  was  just  as 
much  reason  for  the  counties  of  Sullivan 
and  Yates  to  be  included. 
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Another  question  was  also  thoroughly 
considered  in  the  committee.  That  was 
the  additional  highway  authorization 
proposed — $140  million  in  additional  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  Appalachian  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system,  required  by  the 
inclusion  in  that  system  of  the  corridor 
from  Erie  to  Binghamton  across  the 
southern  tier  of  New  York  comities,  and 
the  connecting  link  from  Elmira  south 
into  Pennsylvania  at  Williamsport.  It 
amounts  to  350  additional  miles  of  de¬ 
velopment  highway,  which  is  included  in 
the  total  mileage  authorized  by  this  bill, 
and  as  I  recall  the  New  York  portion 
amounts  to  $108  million  for  improving 
Route  17.  While  it  is  mileage  and  an 
expenditure  not  contemplated  in  the 
6 -year  highway  program  included  in  the 
1965  act,  the  question  was  resolved  in 
committee  on  the  grounds  that  the  New 
York  area  was  added  to  the  region  on 
the  basis  of  a  study  specifically  directed 
by  the  Congress — and  that  this  area  was 
therefore  fully  entitled  to  share  in  the 
Appalachian  programs  in  the  same  way 
as  every  other  area  within  the  region. 

I  remember  that  the  Senator  from  New 
York  did  confer  with  me  about  the  im¬ 
portance  of  this  Appalachian  highway 
corridor,  and  strongly  supported  the 
highway  authorization  recommended 
also  by  the  Governor  of  New  York.  So  I 
believe  it  is  correct  that  the  Appalachian 
area  of  New  York  will  receive  assistance 
under  this  bill. 

Upon  the  question  of  defining  or 
changing  the  boundaries  af  the  region,  I 
might  suggest  to  my  friend — and  we  have 
been  friends  throughout  our  service  in 
the  Senate — that  I  think  an  orderly  way 
to  approach  this  problem  would  be  to 
call  upon  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  to  hear  the  Senator.  Then  we 
could  consider  a  resolution  which  would 
direct  this  study  to  be  made.  That,  it 
seems  to  me,  would  be  a  practical  ap¬ 
proach,  and  I  would  support  him. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky. 

I  yield  now  to  my  colleague  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  thank  my  senior  colleague 
for  yielding  to  me. 

I  would  like  to  see  these  other  counties 
that  Governor  Rockefeller  and  others 
have  named  come  under  the  Appalachia 
criteria  and  be  included  in  the  bill.  In 
fact,  there  axe  counties  along  the  whole 
of  that  part  of  the  United  States  which 
should  be  included.  I  would  be  de¬ 
lighted  to  have  Sullivan  and  Yates 
Counties  also  included.  Obviously,  it 
would  be  of  great  help  to  the  State  of 
New  York. 

I  want  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph],  for  his  efforts  from  the  begin¬ 
ning  to  include  the  State  of  New  York 
in  the  Appalachia  program. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  would  remind  my 
two  distinguished  colleagues  from  New 
York,  if  they  will  remember,  that  the 
mechanics  by  which  New  York  was  in¬ 


cluded  in  the  Appalachia  region  was 
adopted  on  the  floor.  I  had  an  appre¬ 
ciation  of  their  problems  then.  I  at¬ 
tempted  then,  as  I  have  since,  to  be 
sympathetic. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  think 
we  of  New  York  owe  a  debt  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  because  he  took  a 
personal  interest  in  our  problem.  Hav¬ 
ing  difficult  economic  problems  in  his 
own  State,  he  is  aware  of  other  areas 
which  suffer  financially  and  economical¬ 
ly.  He  therefore  took  great  interest  in 
our  problem.  So  I  think  all  of  us  in 
New  York  owe  him  a  debt  of  gratitude. 

Since  then  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  always  expressed  great  inter¬ 
est  in  the  effectiveness  of  the  program 
in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  program  and  areas  that 
could  be  included.  We  talked  about 
Schoharie  County  initially.  Again,  after 
studying  the  matter  and  bringing  the 
matter  before  the  committee,  he  was  fi¬ 
nally  able  to  include  Schoharie  County. 
We  talked  about  this  county,  as  well 
as  the  other  counties.  The  Senator 
thought,  in  view  of  the  financial  drain 
that  has  already  existed,  perhaps  we 
should  move  with  Schoharie  County. 
As  I  understood,  he  was  going  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  study  the  other  areas,  and  when 
he  was  in  a  position  where  he  could  get 
the  support  of  the  committee  and  the 
Government,  they  would  be  included. 

I  would  be  delighted  to  have  the  rest 
of  the  counties  included,  but  I  think  I 
would  be  less  than  candid  if  I  did  not 
say  the  State  of  New  York  already  owes 
a  great  debt  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  and  to  all  the  members  of  the 
committee,  and  to  the  Governors,  and 
to  the  Federal  Government,  for  their  aid 
in  building  some  of  our  schools  and  water 
pollution  plants  that  are  being  and  are 
to  be  constructed  in  this  area.  If  it  had 
not  been  for  the  interest  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  and  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  his  committee,  and  the  interest  of 
the  Governor  of  New  York  and  the 
others,  we  would  not  have  a  program  at 
the  present  time. 

I  am  happy  that  my  senior  colleague 
has  offered  this  amendment.  I  support 
the  change  in  language.  I  have  had  a 
number  of  conversations  in  connection 
with  this  matter  over  a  long  period  of 
time,  but  I  thought  I  would  like  to  have 
the  whole  record  complete. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  Senator 
Kennedy  certainly,  I  think,  deserves  the 
credit  he  has  received  for  bringing  this 
amendment  to  the  floor.  I  am  very 
happy  and  proud  to  join  with  him  in  it. 
I  think  it  has  been  very  constructive. 

I  heartily  concur  with  the  Senator  as 
to  the  debt  we  owe  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia.  We  will  continue  to  owe 
it.  The  only  reason  I  brought  up  this 
question  is  because  there  are  very  basic 
equities  involved,  where  people  in  con¬ 
tiguous  counties  in  the  same  situation 
certainly  would  have  a  right  to  feel  that 
they  should  share  in  what  their  neigh¬ 
bors  are  sharing. 

For  practical  purposes,  I  think  it  is 
always  good  to  cooperate  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  a  committee,  and  in  this  case 
even  more  good  than  usual.  Therefore, 
Mr.  President,  because  I  feel  as  I  do,  I 


should  like  to  reverse  the  order  of  my 
proposed  amendments,  to  withdraw  the 
amendment  which  I  have  sent  to  the 
desk,  if  I  may - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  that  right. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  And,  if  I  may  be  recog¬ 
nized,  to  send  to  the  desk  another 
amendment  in  an  effort  to  deal  with  the 
problem  of  the  locked  door  on  even  the 
consideration,  in  the  future,  of  some  ad¬ 
ditional  county. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows : 

On  page  54,  line  6,  strike  out  “request  by 
the  Congress  for”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  directing”. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the  idea 
here  is  to  follow  the  same  procedure 
which  is  dealt  with  in  studies  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  on  road  and  other 
similar  projects,  rather  than  to  lock  the 
matter  into  a  law  which  requires  action 
by  Congress  and  perhaps  signature  by 
the  President. 

The  use  of  the  word'“Congress”  in  the 
bill  is  very  uncertain.  If  nothing  else, 
this  amendment  would  give  specificity 
to  what  is  an  uncertain  designation. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  may  have  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  I  will  state  that  my  own  attitude 
as  to  what  to  do  about  this  matter  under 
the  circumstances  will  be  heavily  con¬ 
ditioned  by  his  views.  I  certainly  hope 
that  he  will  be  kind  enough  to  let  us 
know  his  feelings  about  the  amendment 
now  at  the  desk,  which  is  the  pending 
business,  relating  to  the  way  in  which  a 
study  can  be  brought  about,  and  I  seek 
his  general  disposition  on  the  substan¬ 
tive  question  of  the  addition  of  the  two 
countries  we  have  discussed. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  the  inquiry  of  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York,  I  agree  with  the 
distinguished  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  that  in 
tightening  the  procedure  by  which  coun¬ 
ties  would  be  included  in  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  region  we  were  really  doing  what  is 
proposed  in  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York.  We  were  thinking 
of  the  term  “Congress”  as  embodying  the 
action  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
just  as  we  do  now  in  the  resolutions  for 
projects  under  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  water  study  projects,  and  other  proj¬ 
ects  that  fall  within  that  type  of  author¬ 
ization. 

I  am  firm  in  my  thinking  that  we  have 
come  to  the  time  when  we  must  carefully 
study  any  requests  for  additions  to  the 
region.  My  acceptance  of  the  Senator’s 
language  does  not  indicate  any  lowering 
of  the  bars,  as  it  were,  because  we  will 
study  the  counties  that  are  requested, 
and  I  would  want  the  very  able  Senator 
from  New  York  to  know  that  we  feel  that 
accepting  his  amendment  in  nowise 
weakens  the  language  we  reported.  The 
amendment  confirms  our  thinking. 

Therefore,  I  join  with  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  in  accepting  the  amend¬ 
ment. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment,  if  a  project  is  to  be  ac¬ 
cepted,  it  will  have  to  go  back  to  the 
committee  and  be  passed  upon  by  Con¬ 
gress? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Congress  is  not  be¬ 
ing  bypassed? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  No. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Now,  Mr.  President,  I 
have  thought  through  what  would  be  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  two  counties  in¬ 
volved,  and  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  would  be  in  their  best  interests, 
with  the  matter  at  this  stage,  if  I  did  not 
seek  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to 
have  them  included. 

My  estimate  of  the  situation  is  that 
the  effort  would  probably  be  rebuffed,  for 
reasons  not  necessarily  connected  with 
the  merits,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there 
seems  to  be  a  general  disposition  among 
Senators  to  at  least  be  very  careful  about 
any  new  counties  going  in  over  and  above 
those  that  are  already  in. 

Under  the  circumstances,  it  seems  to 
me  that  I  would  be  best  advised,  in  the 
interests  of  the  people  of  my  State,  to 
await  the  action  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  which  has  not  yet  even  held 
hearings,  where  the  matter  can  be 
pressed  in  behalf  of  Sullivan  and  Gates 
Counties,  and  facts  and  figures  adduced 
specifically  before  the  committee.  I 
shall  testify  before  the  House  committee 
myself,  and  I  already  have  the  assurance 
of  the  Members  from  New  York  who  rep¬ 
resent  those  counties  that  they  will  press 
the  matter.  That,  plus  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  capability  under  the  bill  as  we 
have  now  amended  it  to  bring  about  a 
study  and  review  of  the  situation,  in  a 
considered  way,  by  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  leads  me  to  feel  that 
under  those  circumstances,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  not  risk  the  good  case 
which  I  feel  very  deeply  those  counties 
have  been  given  a  black  eye  by  pressing 
for  a  record  vote  on  my  other  amend¬ 
ment  and  having  it  turned  down,  in  some 
lopsided  way,  for  reasons  quite  different 
from  the  substantive  question  involved. 
In  that  position  I  have  the  sympathy,  I 
know,  of  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
and  the  ranking  minority  member. 

Again  I  join  Senator  Kennedy  in  ex¬ 
pressing  appreciation  for  what  has  been 
done.  I  would  never  want  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  or  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  to  feel  that  our  interest  in  and 
our  desire  to  press  for  the  interests  of 
these  two  counties  represents  any  den¬ 
igration  of  our  deep  appreciation  for 
the  consideration  which  we  have  re¬ 
ceived;  and  that  will  always  be  true,  no 
matter  how  much  we  may,  at  a  later 
date,  press  for.  I  think  the  equity  is 
real,  and  I  would  not  wish  to  jeopardize 
in  any  way  the  interests  of  the  people  of 
those  counties  by  pressing  for  their  in¬ 
clusion  at  a  moment  when  they  might 
not  be  included,  without  the  case  being 
decided  on  its  merits. 


For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  press  for  the  amendment  to  include 
the  two  counties,  but  rest  my  case  upon 
the  change  which  has  been  made;  and 
I  hope  that  we  may — and  there  is  a  real 
expectation  that  we  can — in  the  hearings 
before  the  House  of  Representatives,  re¬ 
ceive  the  consideration  on  the  merits 
which  we  have  not,  for  reasons  for  which 
no  one  is  to  be  blamed,  received  here. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
prompt  passage  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  Amendments  of 
1967.  This  bill  is  the  product  of  ex¬ 
haustive  research,  hearings,  and  execu¬ 
tive  consideration  of  the  Appalachian 
program  by  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee,  under  the  outstanding  leadership  of 
its  chairman,  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  West  Virginia,  Senator 
Randolph. 

This  bill,  hammered  out  in  extensive 
consultation  with  State  officials  of  each 
of  the  participating  States  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  officials  concerned,  will  provide  a 
thoroughly  effective  foundation  for  the 
continuation  of  this  essential  regional 
development  program. 

Particular  credit  is  due  to  Chairman 
Randolph,  Senator  Cooper,  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee,  and  the  excellent  committee 
staff  for  once  again  bringing  forth  a 
sound  and  reasonable  program  for  the 
development  of  the  Appalachian  region 
into  a  vigorous  participant  in  the  Amer¬ 
ican  economic  system. 

The  poet  John  Donne’s  thought  that 
“No  man  is  an  island,”  has  particular 
application  to  the  Appalachian  area.  In 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act,  Congress  recognized  that  the  well¬ 
being  of  all  America  suffers  when  a  sub¬ 
stantial  part  of  its  people  and  territory 
are  cut  off  from  contributing  to  the 
mainstream  of  modem  economic  ac¬ 
tivity.  The  Appalachian  region  typifies  a 
number  of  areas  in  America  where  ac¬ 
cidents  of  time  and  geography  have  pre¬ 
vented  modernization  of  the  economy 
and  life  of  the  people. 

The  Appalachian  Act,  by  providing 
Federal  funds  to  supplement  and  accel¬ 
erate  the  economic  development  of  the 
Appalachian  region,  has  provided  the 
“seed  capital”  essential  to  bring  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region  into  the  twentieth  cen¬ 
tury,  so  that  its  people  may  share  in  and 
fully  contribute  toward  the  American 
prosperity. 

I  am  proud  to  be  able  to  say  that  the 
Appalachian  program  was  literally  bom 
in  my  own  State  of  Maryland  at  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  Appalachian  region  State  offi¬ 
cials  in  our  capital  at  Annapolis  in  May 
1960.  From  that  meeting,  with  the  full 
participation  of  my  own  State  under  the 
leadership  of  its  former  Governor, 
Millard  Tawes,  grew  what  has  today  be¬ 
come  the  Appalachian  program. 

Maryland  has  had  an  important  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  Appalachian  program. 
Only  our  three  most  westerly  counties — 
Garrett,  Allegany,  and  Washington — are 
directly  involved  in  the  program,  but  the 
benefits  to  these  counties  have  been  sub¬ 
stantial.  To  date  these  three  counties  in 
my  State  have  made  use  of,  or  plan  to 
use,  a  total  of  $13.7  million  of  Appalach¬ 
ian  development  funds  for  highways, 
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vocational  education  facilities,  a  re¬ 
gional  health  center,  hospital  additions, 
sewer  projects,  and  a  library.  These 
funds,  which,  but  for  the  Appalachia 
program,  would  not  have  been  avail¬ 
able,  have  enabled  these  beautiful  and 
potentially  bountiful  areas  of  Maryland 
to  take  substantial  steps  forward  in  their 
economic  and  educational  development. 

My  one  disappointment  is  that  the 
vision  of  a  modern  interregional  high¬ 
way  to  connect  the  Ohio  Valley  with 
the  ports  and  industries  of  the  middle 
Atlantic  coast,  including  the  port  of 
Baltimore,  is  clouded  by  the  limitations 
on  funds  which  the  present  war  situa¬ 
tion  imposes  on  all  our  activities,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Appalachian  program. 

Modernization  of  existing  roads  in 
western  Maryland  and  the  adjacent  Ap¬ 
palachian  area  is  now  being  undertaken 
with  Appalachian  program  funds,  but 
they  are  not  sufficient  to  the  real  chal¬ 
lenge  of  such  a  highway.  The  commit¬ 
tee  is  to  be  commended  for  reporting 
a  very  reasonable  bill  which  balances 
the  needs  of  the  program  with  the  funds 
available.  But  I  hope  that  when  the 
current  budget  limitations  imposed  by 
the  war  in  Vietnam  recede,  we  can  give 
special  attention  to  the  completion  of  a 
modem  expressway  running  all  the  way 
from  central  Ohio,  through  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  to  Hancock,  Md.,  where  it  can  join 
existing  Interstate  70-S  and  run  to  the 
sea.  Such  a  highway  would  be  a  life¬ 
line  link,  directly  across  the  heart  of 
the  Appalachian  region,  between  the 
major  industrial  and  transportation 
centers  of  the  eastern  half  of  our 
country. 

Likewise,  I  hope  that  when  the  com¬ 
mittee  completes  its  Appalachian  work 
it  can  turn  to  other  regions  of  the  coun¬ 
try  whose  economic  problems  are  com¬ 
parable  to  Appalachia’s.  One  such  area 
which  immediately  comes  to  mind  is  the 
area  of  Delaware,  Maryland,  and  Vir¬ 
ginia,  which  lies  between  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  and  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  I  hope 
that,  as  funds  become  available  and  the 
Appalachian  program  is  assured  of  com¬ 
pletion,  we  can  consider  a  similar  pro¬ 
gram  of  development  for  the  Delmarva 
region,  where  tri-State  cooperation  and 
planning  are  already  well  advanced.  By 
providing  reasonable  Federal  assistance 
to  the  Delmarva  area,  we  could,  I  am 
confident,  greatly  accelerate  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  this  beautiful,  but 
economically  depressed  portion  of  the 
three-State  area. 

I  believe  the  idea  of  Federal-State 
cooperation  the  Appalachian  program 
embodes  clearly  represents  the  wave  of 
the  future  in  our  Federal  system.  The 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  made 
up  of  the  States  themselves  in  partner¬ 
ship  with  the  Federal  Union,  has  strik¬ 
ingly  demonstrated  what  progressive  and 
enlightened  State  government  can  do  in 
unselfish  cooperation  with  its  neighbor 
States  and  with  adequate  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  to  meet  regional  problems.  These 
States  have  said  “Give  us  the  money  and 
we’ll  do  the  job.”  And  they  have  done 
that  job  remarkably  well. 

Mr.  President,  I  vigorously  support  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
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Amendments  of  1967  and  urge  their 
prompt  enactment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  from 
Maryland,  a  member  of  the  committee, 
actively  participated  in  the  development 
of  this  legislation  and  I  want  him  to 
know  that  I  appreciate  his  efforts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  pleased  to  support  S. 
602  which  extends  and  revises  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965. 

Two  years  ago,  during  Senate  discus¬ 
sion  on  the  original  Appalachian  Act,  I 
took  the  opportunity  to  urge  that  cer¬ 
tain  New  York  counties  be  considered 
for  inclusion  in  the  Appalachian  region 
and  be  made  eligible  for  assistance  under 
the  Appalachian  program.  Senator 
Javits  and  I  sponsored  an  amendment 
to  this  end  which  was  accepted  by  the 
Congress. 

That  New  York  is  a  fully  participating 
member  of  the  Appalachian  program  is, 
I  believe,  a  high  tribute  to  the  spirit  of 
regionalism  which  characterizes  the  pro¬ 
gram.  In  August  1965  the  11  Governors 
who  were  then  members  of  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Commission  extended  to‘  New  York 
an  invitation  to  join  the  program.  New 
York  accepted  the  invitation  and  began 
immediately  to  receive  the  benefits  t>f  all 
Appalachian  program  funds  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  highway  funds.  The  generous 
decision  of  the  1 1  Governors  at  that  time 
to  admit  New  York  to  the  program 
meant,  of  course,  that  their  States  shares 
of  Appalachian  funds  would  be  slightly 
reduced  in  order  for  New  York  to  receive 
Appalachian  assistance.  The  decision 
was,  however,  made  unanimously  and 
was  in  keeping  with  the  Appalachian 
States  desire  to  develop  the  economy  of 
all  of  Appalachia  so  that  the  benefits 
would  be  truly  regional  in  scope. 

At  the  time  that  New  York  was  ad¬ 
mitted  to  the  program  in  August  1965, 
the  Federal  cochairman  and  the  State 
cochairman  of  the  Appalachian  Com¬ 
mission  said: 

We  feel  that  the  continuing  development 
Investment  which  will  be  made  in  the  13- 
county  area  of  New  York  will  be  of  signifi¬ 
cant  economic  benefit  to  the  entire  Appa¬ 
lachian  region.  The  13  New  York  counties  are 
similar  to  the  Appalachian  region  in  that 
they  are  abundant  in  natural  resources,  rich 
in  potential,  but  lag  behind  the  rest  of  the 
nation  in  economic  growth. 

In  August  1965,  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  initiated  a  highway 
study  to  determine  New  York's  highway 
needs  under  the  Appalachian  program. 
In  March  1966,  the  Commission  voted 
once  again  unanimously  to  include  New 
York  State  in  the  Appalachian  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system.  This  inclusion 
took  the  form  of  a  252-mile  Appalachian 
highway  corridor  from  Binghamton, 
N.Y.,  to  Erie,  Pa.;  and  a  78-mile  highway 
corridor  from  Elmira,  N.Y.,  to  Williams¬ 
port,  Pa.;  thus  linking  New  York’s  Ap¬ 
palachian  highways  with  the  rest  of  the 
Appalachian  highway  system.  The  Com¬ 
mission  also  allocated  $25  million  in  Ap¬ 
palachian  funds  for  preliminary  engi¬ 
neering,  location  studies,  and  construc¬ 
tion  on  the  two  New  York  highway  cor¬ 
ridors. 

Once  again  the  State  members  of  the 
Appalachian  Commission  demonstrated 


their  total  unselfish  commitment  to  the 
development  of  the  entire  Appalachian 
region.  The  east-west  New  York  high¬ 
way  corridor,  running  from  Binghamton 
to  Erie,  will  parallel  and  replace  existing 
U.S.  Route  17  in  New  York’s  southern 
tier  counties.  The  construction  of  an 
adequate  highway  across  southern  New 
York  is  absolutely  essential  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  the  area,  which 
because  of  poor  access  has  been  bypassed 
like  so  manys  other  parts  of  Appalachia. 

I  am  confident  that  the  southern  tier 
counties  will  achieve  a  greater  rate  of 
economic  growth  through  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Appalachian  highways  and 
through  the  various  other  programs  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act. 

Senate  bill  602  provides  for  an  increase 
in  highway  authorizations  for  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program  in  order  to  accommo¬ 
date  the  inclusion  of  the  two  New  York 
highway  corridors. 

This  bill  increases  the  authorized  mile¬ 
age  for  the  entire  Appalachian  highway 
system  by  350  miles,  from  2,350  to  2,700 
miles.  It  also  increases  the  dollar  au¬ 
thorizations  from  $840  million  to  $1,015 
billion  for  the  6-year  life  of  the  high¬ 
way  program.  The  specific  highway 
authorization  in  this  bill  is  $715  million 
for  the  4-year  period  ending  June  30, 
1971.  The  $300  million  already  appro¬ 
priated  for  highways,  when  added  to  the 
$715  requested  in  S.  602,  adds  up  to  a 
total  of  $1,015  billion,  as  compared  with 
the  original  authorization  of  $840  million 
in  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965. 

This  is  an  increase  of  $175  million,  of 
which  $140  million  will  be  used  to  con¬ 
struct  the  two  new  highway  corridors  in 
New  York  and  Pennsylvania. 

The  new  highway  authorization  in  S. 
602  represents  a  valuable  and  worth¬ 
while  addition  to  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram.  Congressional  approval  of  the 
new  authorization  will  make  possible  the 
construction  of  a  major  highway  in  the 
southern  tier  counties  of  New  York  State 
which  will  have  a  significant  and  perma¬ 
nent  impact  on  the  economy  in  those 
counties  and  in  certain  northern  Penn¬ 
sylvania  counties. 

I  am  pleased  that  S.  602  permits  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  Schoharie  County,  N.Y.,  in  the 
Appalachian  program,  thus  raising  the 
total  number  of  New  York  counties  from 
13  to  14.  Schoharie  County,  because  of 
its  income  and  employment  characteris¬ 
tics,  deserves  the  type  of  assistance  that 
it  can  receive  under  the  Appalachian 
program,  and  I  therefore  urged  its  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  region. 

The  Appalachian  program  has  been 
making  an  impact  in  the  southern  tier 
counties.  In  the  year  and  a  half  that 
New  York  has  been  participating  in  this 
program  it  has  received  $30.6  million  in 
Appalachian  assistance,  including  $25 
million  for  highways  and  $5.6  million  in 
other  grants*  These  grants  have  been 
approved  for  a  variety  of  New  York  proj¬ 
ects  which  include  four  vocational  edu¬ 
cation  schools,  two  hospitals,  three 
libraries,  two  airports,  and  four  sewage- 
treatment  plants.  This  $5.6  million  has 
made  possible  the  construction  of  $15 
million  worth  of  public  facilities  in  New 


York  State.  Many  or  most  of  these  fa¬ 
cilities  would  not  have  been  built  without 
this  special  supplemental  assistance 
from  the  Appalachian  program. 

Joint  Federal-State  programs  are  not 
new.  But  this  program  offers  a  unique 
opportunity  for  States  to  participate — 
to  share  in  the  decisions  and  directions  of 
the  program. 

The  Governors  of  the  12  States  of  Ap¬ 
palachia  are  responsible  for  determining 
the  investment  of  the  Federal  money  in 
their  States.  The  States  devise  their 
own  plans  for  economic  development 
based  on  their  knowledge  of  their  needs. 
The  Federal  Government  cannot  unilat¬ 
erally  decide  for  the  States  what  should 
be  done,  what  projects  should  be  sup¬ 
ported.  The  cooperation  of  the  Gover¬ 
nors  is  essential. 

The  degree  of  that  cooperation  during 
the  2  years  of  the  program  has  been 
outstanding.  All  decisions  on  allocations 
of  funds  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  have  been  made  by  unani¬ 
mous  vote.  This  type  of  cooperation  has 
made  it  possible  for  New  York  to  par¬ 
ticipate  as  a  full  partner  in  the  program. 
With  the  passage  of  S.  602  New  York 
State  will  continue  to  work  with  the 
other  States  on  regional  development. 

The  Appalachian  program  is  necessary 
to  the  economic  development  of  the  en¬ 
tire  region  just  as  it  is  vital  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  well-being  of  New  York’s  Appa¬ 
lachian  counties.  The  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  represents  the  first  attempt  in  this 
country  to  stimulate  the  economic 
growth  of  a  specific  region.  Passage  of 
S.  602  will  give  the  Appalachian  Com¬ 
mission  the  means  to  build  an  even  more 
successful  program  on  the  foundations 
that  have  already  been  created. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  has  been  unceasing  in  his  ef¬ 
forts  to  bring  to  his  State  the  benefits 
of  the  Appalachian  program.  He  has 
contributed  much  to  its  development  and 
his  counsel  and  assistance  have  been 
valuable. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  congratulate  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  for  his  out¬ 
standing  leadership  and  splendid  work 
in  giving  S.  602  prompt,  comprehensive 
hearings,  and  for  reporting  it  to  this 
body  for  early  consideration.  I  also  rise 
to  urge  my  colleagues  to  give  this  bill 
prompt  and  favorable  approval. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion  was  established  in  1965  as  a  working 
partnership  between  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government  to  assist  in  eco¬ 
nomic  revival  of  a  12-State  region.  Suc¬ 
cess  of  the  program  over  the  ensuing  2 
years  attests  to  the  validity  of  the  con¬ 
cept  of  directing  resources  under  an 
economically  integrated  plan  to  geo¬ 
graphically  related  regions. 

Title  I  of  the  amendments  to  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  which  we  are  considering  here, 
would  provide  necessary  funding  and  ad¬ 
ditional  authority  to  permit  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission  to  continue 
while  enlarging  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  work  it  has  so  ably  and  success¬ 
fully  begun.  By  giving  this  bill  before 
us  prompt  approval  we  can  permit  this 
work  to  continue  uninterrupted. 
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But  we  should  not  be  distracted  by  the 
fine  example  set  by  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  from  the  needs  and 
wants  of  the  other  regional  commissions 
that  have  not  been  as  fortunate.  In¬ 
stead,  we  should  benefit  from  experiences 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion,  according  the  other  commissions  the 
same  support  we  have  extended  this  one. 

Five  additional  regional  commissions 
have  been  established  since  formation  of 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
under  provisions  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

These  regional  commissions  are  the 
Ozarks,  Upper  Great  Lakes,  New  Eng¬ 
land,  Coastal  Plains,  and  the  Four  Cor¬ 
ners  region  which  includes  parts  of  my 
home  State  of  New  Mexico  as  well  as 
Utah,  Colorado,  and  Arizona. 

These  five  commissions  have  been 
patterned  after  the  Appalachian  Region¬ 
al  Commission.  However,  these  com¬ 
missions  do  not  possess  the  same  degree 
of  independence  in  achieving  the  desired 
State  and  Federal  Government  partner¬ 
ship  now  enjoyed  by  the  Appalachian 
Commission.  Consequently,  they  have 
been  severely  handicapped  in  their  ef¬ 
forts  aimed  toward  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  their  respective  regions. 

I  am,  therefore,  very  pleased  to  join 
Senator  Fred  Harris,  of  Oklahoma,  and 
seven  of  my  Senate  colleagues  in  spon¬ 
soring  the  three  amendments  contained 
in  title  II  of  S.  602  which  would  amend 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965.  I  believe  these 
amendments  are  essential  to  making  re¬ 
gional  commissions  effective,  viable  or¬ 
gans  much  like  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  has  proven  to  be. 

Specific  funding  provisions  of  the 
amendments  will  place  these  commis- 
sio'ns,  which  operate  in  regions  having 
highly  diverse  economic  problems  as  well 
as  greatly  differing  populations,  on  a 
firmer  planning  basis. 

The  first  amendment  is  a  clarifying 
one  to  section  503  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 
In  its  present  form  this  section  states 
that  the  commission  with  respect  to  its 
region  will  “initiate  and  coordinate  the 
preparation  of  long-range,  overall  eco¬ 
nomic  development  programs  for  such 
regions.”  This  would  be  amended  to  in¬ 
clude  development  of  a  comprehensive, 
long-range  economic  plan  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

This  amendment  will  govern  expendi¬ 
ture  of  funds  in  all  of  the  five  title  V 
regions  by  allowing  the  Secretary  to  ex¬ 
ercise  overall  administrative  control. 

The  second  amendment  adds  to  section 
505(c)  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  .  To  quote  from 
the  report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works: 

The  development  of  the  other  regional 
commissions,  five  In  number,  has  been  un¬ 
reasonably  slow.  Much  of  this  delay  Is  the 
result  of  the  failure  to  make  funds  available 
for  administrative  expenses  and  technical  as¬ 
sistance. 

It  is  essential  that  we  prevent  any  fur¬ 
ther  delay  by  appropriating  necessary 
funds.  Section  505(c)  would  authorize 
$15,000,000  each  assistance.  This 
amendment  provides  that  no  more  than 


$2,500,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  each 
fiscal  year  may  be  allocated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  each  regional  commission. 

This  will  insure  that  each  commission 
will  receive  funds  necessary  to  function 
properly  in  this  area.  Without  a  safe¬ 
guard  of  this  type,  a  disproportionate 
funding  breakout  between  larger  and 
smaller  commissions  could  seriously 
hamper  planning  in  such  smaller  regions 
as  Four  Corners  or  Ozarks. 

The  third  amendment  establishes  a 
new  section  509  in  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  re¬ 
lated  to  supplements  to  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs.  It  authorizes  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce,  once  the  compre¬ 
hensive,  long-range  economic  plan  is  in 
effect  as  established  by  the  first  amend¬ 
ment,  to  provide  funds  for  increasing 
percentage  of  Federal  participation. 

The  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
from  which  funds  may  be  used  include 
programs  authorized  by  title  I  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act;  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational 
Education  Act  of  1963,  and  others.  No 
program  will  be  included  in  which  loans 
or  other  Federal  financial  assistance,  ex¬ 
cept  grants-in-aid  are  the  source. 

The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall 
not  be  increased  in  excess  of  percentages 
established'  by  each  Commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  percent  of 
the  program  cost.  For  this  purpose,  it  is 
recommended  that  the  Secretary  be  ap¬ 
propriated  $5  million  in  fiscal  year  1968 
and  $10  million  in  fiscal  year  1969. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
enable  maximum  advantage  to  be  taken 
of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for 
which  States  and  other  entities  are  eli¬ 
gible,  but  for  which  they  cannot  supply 
the  required  matching  funds. 

It  is  my  contention  that  support  of 
these  amendments  will  fulfill  the  con¬ 
gressional  intent  of  cooperative  State  - 
Federal  programs  and  thereby  give  an 
economic  stimulus  to  commissions  es¬ 
tablished  in  the  Ozarks,  Upper  Great 
Lakes,  New  England,  Coastal  Plains,  and 
Four  Corners  regions. 

Mr.  President,  prior  to  passage  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  I  had  joined  with  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss]  in  intro¬ 
ducing  legislation  which  would  have 
established  as  an  economic  development 
region,  the  area  which  has  since  been 
designated  as  the  Four  Comers  Regional 
Commission  under  title  V  of  the  act. 

I  had  worked  closely  with  former  Gov. 
Jack  Campbell,  of  New  Mexico,  and  the 
State  delegations  of  Utah,  Colorado,  and 
Arizona  as  liaison  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  in  an  effort  to  secure  early 
establishment  of  this  Commission.  The 
establishment  of  this  Commission  was 
very  important  to  me  and  therefore,  I 
was  most  pleased  when  the  Four  Corners 
Regional  Commission  was  designated  in 
December  1966. 

However,  much  needs  to  be  done  to 
insure  the  necessary  funds  to  permit  this 
organization  to  adequately  and  success¬ 
fully  perform  its  functions.  The  ex¬ 
periences  of  Regional  Commissions,  other 
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than  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion,  disclose  that  there  have  been  long, 
unnecessary  delays  simply  because  of 
lack  of  funds  to  permit  them  to  proceed 
with  planning  and  development. 

I  say  unnecessary  delays  because  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  has 
shown  us  what  can  be  accomplished  if 
given  necessary  financial  support  by 
Congress.  We  must  move  forward 
swiftly  to  fill  a  void  that  has  existed  and 
which  has  not  permitted  the  other  five 
regional  commissions  to  proceed  as  we 
who  helped  in  their  formation  had  hoped 
they  would  and  could. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  today 
in  supporting  this  most  essential  and 
long  overdue  legislation  to  allow  all  Reg¬ 
ional  Commissions,  including  Appa¬ 
lachia,  to  march  forward  in  their  eco¬ 
nomic  planning  and  development. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  thank  my  col¬ 
league  on  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  for  his  kind  words  and  his  great 
assistance  in  bringing  S.  602,  to  the  floor 
of  the  Senate.  His  efforts  are  deeply 
appreciated. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  Ap¬ 
palachia  bill  came  before  the  Congress 
in  1965  under  the  aura  of  being  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  uplift  distressed  areas.  That 
there  are  distressed  areas  among  many 
of  the  counties  listed  as  comprising  the 
Appalachian  region  no  one  can  deny. 
However,  there  were  67  of  the  counties 
listed  in  the  1965  act  which  could  not 
have  qualified  as  distressed  counties  un¬ 
der  the  definition  of  the  Area  Redevelop¬ 
ment  Act.  How  many  of  these  counties 
are  still  nondistressed  counties,  or  how 
many  others  have  fallen  out  of  the  dis¬ 
tressed  into  nondistressed  category,  I  do 
not  know.  But  it  seems  to  me  wrong  and 
discriminatory  for  this  legislation  to  lay 
a  foundation  for  preferential  treatment 
of  nondistressed  counties — especially 
when  there  are  other  counties  through¬ 
out  the  Nation  which  are  distressed  and 
are  not  eligible  under  this  legislation  for 
preferential  assistance. 

I  pointed  out  in  1965  that  at  the  time 
there  were  17  of  the  99  counties  in  my 
own  State  of  Iowa  with  a  higher  rate  of 
unemployment  and  a  lower  level  of  fam¬ 
ily  income  than  in  the  aforesaid  67  coun¬ 
ties.  I  also  pointed  out  then  that  two 
of  the  States  with  counties  included  in 
the  region — namely,  Ohio  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  had  a  larger  per  capita  disposable 
personal  income  compared  with  my  State 
and  many  others,  leading  one  to  con¬ 
clude  that  the  people  in  other  States 
should  not  be  called  upon  to  pay  taxes 
to  finance  preferential  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  to  counties  in  Ohio  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

For  these  reasons,  I  regretfully  cannot 
support  this  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  commend  my  colleague  on 
his  effective  work,  as  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  in  conduct¬ 
ing  hearings  on,  and  reporting  to  the 
floor,  S.  602  to  revise  and  extend  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965. 

I  believe  that  the  present  law,  which 
has  been  in  effect  over  the  past  2  years 
has  proved  to  be  beneficial  to  the  State 
of  West  Virginia  and  other  affected 
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States.  I  enthusiastically  supported  the 
present  law  when  it  was  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  1965,  and  I  support  the  measure 
before  us  which  would  extend  the  act  of 
1965. 

I  wish,  at  this  moment,  to  express  my 
gratitude  to  my  colleague,  for  his  per¬ 
sonal  dedication  to  this  legislation,  and 
for  his  untiring  effort  in  promoting  the 
legislation  before  us.  I  admire  the 
leadership  he  has  shown,  and  I  hope  that 
the  Senate  will,  very  shortly,  give  its 
overwhelming  approval  to  this  bill,  thus 
permitting  Appalachia  to  continue  with 
the  progressive  programs  which  have 
brought  hope  to  the  people  of  that 
region. 

I  again  commend  my  colleague,  the 
floor  manager  and  chief  sponsor  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Your  commenda¬ 
tion  is  extremely  gratifying.  Your  as¬ 
sistance  and  support  have  given  me  great 
encouragement  and  I  thank  you. 

Mr.  SPONG.  Mr.  President,  on  yes¬ 
terday  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
the  senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Randolph]  presented  a  succinct  re¬ 
view  of  S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965. 

As  a  junior  member  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  I  should 
like  to  thank  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  diligence  and  patience  he 
has  demonstrated  in  the  committee 
hearings  on  this  bill,  particularly  his 
patience  with  the  junior  Senator  from 
Virginia.  Moreover,  I  should  like  to  ob¬ 
serve  that  during  these  hearings  he  has 
shown  a  deep  understanding  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  within  the  Appalachian  region  and 
their  problems.  On  behalf  of  the  people 
of  Virginia,  particularly  those  in  south¬ 
west  Virginia,  I  should  like  to  express  my 
gratitude  to  him. 

This  legislation  to  revise  and  extend 
the  Appalachian  Development  Act  comes 
to  the  floor  with  the  endorsement  of  the 
Governor  of  every  State  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region.  The  Governor  of  Vir¬ 
ginia,  the  Honorable  Mills  E.  Godwin, 
Jr.,  filed  a  statement  during  the  hear¬ 
ings,  endorsing  continuation  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program.  The  enthusiasm  of 
the  Governors  results  in  large  measure, 
I  believe,  from  the  fact  that  their  States 
have  experienced  equal  partnership  in 
execution  of  the  various  programs.  In 
fact,  projects  must  be  initiated  by  States, 
and  each  may  elect  to  participate  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  its  particular  needs. 

As  of  the  first  of  this  year,  Virginia 
had  approximately  104  miles  of  highways 
under  construction  in  the  Appalachian 
regional  development  highway  system. 
Accelerating  the  completion  of  two 
routes  which  link  Virginia  to  its  neigh¬ 
boring  States  will  contribute  immeasur¬ 
ably  to  the  economic  development  of 
southwest  Virginia,  as  well  as  remove 
much  of  the  physical  isolation  this  area 
of  Virginia  has  always  experienced. 

Virginia  is  striving  to  improve  its  edu¬ 
cational  systems  throughout  the  Com¬ 
monwealth.  Under  the  Appalachian 
Act  there  has  been  made  available  voca¬ 
tional  education  facilities  in  southwest 
Virginia.  It  is  hoped  that  in  the  near 
future  educational  television,  presently 


operative  in  every  other  section  of  Vir¬ 
ginia,  will  be  available  to  the  school  sys¬ 
tems  in  southwest  Virginia  where  it  is 
much  needed. 

Mr.  President,  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  has  proved  itself.  It  has  encour¬ 
aged  local  and  regional  planning.  It 
has  required  complete  State  approval, 
and  has  developed  local,  regional,  State, 
and  Federal  cooperation.  States  have 
established  their  own  priorities — a  fact 
which  in  my  judgment  is  highly  desir¬ 
able.  I  support  the  bill  before  us  as 
practical  in  concept  and  in  many  re¬ 
spects  a  model  for  State  and  Federal 
cooperation. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  from 
Virginia,  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  has  been  most  diligent  in 
his  efforts  on  behalf  of  this  legislation. 
It  is  a  pleasure  to  work  with  him. 

Mr.  President,  before  bringing  this 
measure  to  a  final  vote  I  wish  to  once 
again  acknowledge  my  gratitude  to  all 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  for  the  cooperative  spirit  with 
which  they  have  approached  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  regional  economic  development. 

I  wish  also  to  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  highly  capable  staff  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  its  director,  Dick  Roga,  and 
especially  to  Barry.  Meyer,  who  has  re¬ 
cently  joined  the  staff  and  who  has 
worked  long  and  effectively  in  prepar¬ 
ing  this  legislation  for  consideration  by 
the  committee  and  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute, 
as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment,  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  substitute,  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

On  this  question  thq,  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware  (when  his 
name  was  called) .  Qn  this  vote  I  have 
a  pair  with  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Scott].  If  he  were  present 
and  voting,  he  would  vote  “aye”;  if  I 
were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
“nay.”  I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Burdick],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  and  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 


I  Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Boggs],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Brooke],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Dominick],  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Hatfield],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson],  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Brooke],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  and 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  pair  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Scott]  has  been  previously 
announced. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Boggs]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  68, 


nays  13,  as  follows: 

Aiken 

[No.  95  Leg.] 

YEAS — 68 

Hart 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Montoya 

Baker 

Hill 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hollings 

Muskie 

Bible 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Jackson 

Pas  tore 

Byrd,  Va. 

Javits 

Pell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Percy 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Prouty 

Case 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Randolph 

Church 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Ribicoff 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Russell 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith 

Dodd 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Spong 

Ervin 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Fong 

McClellan 

Symington 

Fulbright 

McGee 

Ty  dings 

Gore 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Griffin 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Hansen 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Harris 

Mondale 

Allott 

NAYS — 13 

Fannin 

Proxmire 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Thurmond 

Cotton 

Hruska 

Tower 

Curtis 

Miller 

Ellender 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 

-19 

Boggs 

Hartke 

Scott 

Brooke 

Hatfield 

Smathers 

Burdick 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Carlson 

Magnuson 

Williams,  Del. 

Dirksen 

Morse 

Young,  Ohio 

Dominick 

Murphy 

Gruening 

Pearson 

So  the  bill  (S.  602)  was  passed,  as 
follows : 

s.  602 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I— APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DE¬ 
VELOPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 
Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1967”. 
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Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  (herein¬ 
after  in  this  title  referred  to  as  “the  Act”) 
is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  “and”  at  the 
end  of  clause  (7);  (2)  by  striking  out  the 
semicolon  and  the  word  “and”  at  the  end  of 
clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
period;  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“administrative  expenses  op  the  commission 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on 
June  30,  1967,  the  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Thereafter,  such  expenses  shall 
be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States  in  the 
region,  except  that  the  expenses  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff 
shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  share  to  be  paid  by  each  State 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Commission.  The 
Federal  Cochairman  shall  not  participate  or 
vote  in  such  determination.  No  assistance 
authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  funrished  to 
any  State  or  to  any  political  subdivision  or 
any  resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  participate  or 
vote  in  any  determination  by  the  Commission 
while  such  State  is  delinquent  in  payment  of 
its  share  of  such  expenses. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
not  to  exceed  $1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $400,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be 
available  for  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Co- 
chairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the 
authorization  in  this  section  prior  to  amend¬ 
ment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  re¬ 
main  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  as  amended,  until  expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the 
Act,  entitled 

"administrative  powers  of  the  commission”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  con¬ 
tracts,  leases  (including,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  the  lease  of  of¬ 
fice  space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than 
June  30,  1971),  cooperative  agreements,  or 
other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in 
carrying  out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms 
as  it  may  deem  appropriate,  with  any  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  (which  is  hereby  so  authorized 
to  the  extent  not  otherwise  prohibited  by 
law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  sub¬ 
division,  agency,  or  instrumentality  thereof, 
or  with  any  person,  firm,  association,  or  cor¬ 
poration.” 

Sec.  105.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  high¬ 
way  system  which,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid 
highways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will 
open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  develop¬ 
mental  potential  where  commerce  and  com¬ 
munication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of 
adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as 
the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  assist  in  the 
construction  of  an  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads  serv¬ 
ing  the  Appalachian  region.  The  provisions 
of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  that  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  high¬ 
ways,  and  which  the  Secretary  determines  are 
not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  apply, 
respectively,  to  the  development  highway  sys¬ 
tem  and  the  local  access  roads.  Construction 
on  the  development  highway  system  shall 
not  exceed  two  thousand  seven  hundred 


miles.  Construction  of  local  access  roads 
shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  miles  that  will 
serve  specific  recreational,  residential,  edu¬ 
cational,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like 
facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  school  consolida¬ 
tion  program. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the 
Secretary  its  designation  of  (1)  the  general 
corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads  to  be 
constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  segments  of  the  development  high¬ 
ways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the  program 
authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State 
member  participates  in  or  votes  on  such 
designations,  he  shall  have  obtained  the 
recommendations  of  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

“(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist 
in  any  construction  (including  right-of- 
way  acquisition)  which  would  require  for  its 
completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
(other  than  funds  available  under  title  23, 
United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  authorization  in  subsection  (g). 
On  its  completion  each  development  high¬ 
way  not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system  shall  be  added  to  such  system  and 
each  development  highway  and  local  access 
road  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by 
the  State  as  provided  for  Federal-aid  high¬ 
ways  in  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

“(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and 
roads  authorized  under  this  section,  the  States 
may  give  special  preference  to  the  use  of 
materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the 
Appalachian  region. 

“(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  use  of  coal  and  coal  prod¬ 
ucts  in  highway  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  the  Secretary  shall  require  each  par¬ 
ticipating  State,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum  of 
the  roads  authtorized  under  this  Act. 

“(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construc¬ 
tion  project  under  this  section  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such 
project,  unless  the  Commission  determines 
that  assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage 
is  required  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes 
of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such 
Federal  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of 
such  costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropirated  to  the 
President,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
$715,000,000  for  the  four-fiscal  year  period 
ending  June  30,  1971.  Unexpended  balances 
of  appropriations  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  under  the  authorization  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments 
of  1967  shall  be  treated  as  having  been  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section,  as  amended,  and  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended. 

“(h)  (1)  When  a  participating  State  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  construct  a  segment  of  a  develop¬ 
ment  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal 
funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and 
requirements  applicable  to  the  construction 
of  segments  of  Appalachian  development 
highways  with  such  funds,  except  insofar 
as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a 
State  to  the  construction  of  projects  for 
which  Federal  funds  have  previously  been 
appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  applica¬ 
tion  by  the  State  and  after  approval  of  the 
project  by  the  Commission  under  section 
223(2)  of  this  Act,  shall  pay  to  the  State  the 
Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70  per  centum 
of  the  costs  of  construction  of  such  seg¬ 
ment,  from  any  sums  appropriated  to  carry 
out  this  section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  funds 
for  segments  of  development  highways  con¬ 
structed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not 
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increase  the  limitation  on  construction  in 
subsection  (c).” 

Sec.  106.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  PROJECTS 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the 
value  of  adequate  health  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  to  the  economic  development  of  the 
region,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make  grants 
for  the  planning,  construction,  equipment, 
and  operation  '~>f  multicounty  demonstration 
health  projects,  including  hospitals,  region¬ 
al  health  diagnostic  and  treatment  centers, 
and  other  facilities  and  services  necessary 
to  health.  Grants  for  such  construction 
(including  the  acquisition  of  facilities  and 
initial  equipment)  shall  be  made  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  title 
VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  291-291o).  The  Mental  Retardation 
Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health 
Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat. 
282),  and  other  laws  authorizing  grants  for 
the  construction  of  health-related  facilities, 
without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein 
relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceil¬ 
ings  or  to  allotments  among  the  States. 
Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act 
and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
computation  of  the  allotments  among  the 
States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision 
of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  any  component  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  may  be  provided  entirely  from  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  or  in  combi¬ 
nation  with  funds  provided  under  other  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  equipment  of  health-related  facil¬ 
ities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law 
limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other  pro¬ 
grams,  funds  authorized  under  this  section 
may  be  used  to  increase  Federal  grants  for 
component  facilities  of  a  demonstration 
health  project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  costs  of  such  facilities. 

“(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  opera¬ 
tion  (including  initial  operating  funds  and 
operating  deficits  comprising  among  other 
items  the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and 
retaining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project,  whether  or  not  con¬ 
structed  with  funds  authorized  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum 
of  the  costs  thereof  for  the  two-year  period 
beginning,  for  each  component  facility  or 
service  assisted  under  any  such  operating 
grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or 
service  is  in  operation  as  a  part  of  the  proj¬ 
ect.  For  the  next  three  years  of  operations 
such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  such  costs.  No  grants  for  operation  of  a 
demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made 
after  five  years  following  the  commencement 
of  the  initial  grant  for  operation  of  the 
project.  Notwithstanding  section  104  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  554),  a  health-related 
facility  constructed  under  title  I  of  that  Act 
may  be  a  component  of  a  demonstration 
health  project  eligible  for  operating  grant  as¬ 
sistance  under  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  provide  funds 
to  the  Commission  for  the  support  of  its 
Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to  make 
grants  for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for 
the  development  and  operation  of  demon¬ 
stration  health  projects  for  the  region.  The 
amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed 
75  per  centum  of  such  expenses. 

"(e)  Not  to  exceed  $70,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 
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Sec.  107.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “land  stabilization,  conser¬ 
vation,  and  erosion  control”,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for 
the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 
1969.  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section." 

Sec.  108.  Section  204  of  the  Act,  entitled 

“TIMBER  DEVELOPMENT  AND  RESEARCH",  is 

amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (b)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  : 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  provide  technical  assistance,  make 
grants,  enter  into  contracts,  or  otherwise 
provide  funds  to  forest  products  research 
institutions  in  the  region  and  other  appro¬ 
priate  public  and  private  organizations,  for 
Appalachian  hardwood  products  research,  in¬ 
cluding  investigations,  studies,  and  demon¬ 
strations,  which  will  further  the  purposes  of 
this  Act.  Funds  shall  be  provided  only  for 
programs  and  projects  which  will  contribute 
significantly  to  the  development  of  (1)  Ap¬ 
palachian  hardwood  technology,  (2)  new  or 
improved  uses  of  Appalachian  hardwood  re¬ 
sources,  (3)  new  or  improved  processes  or 
methods  for  producing  hardwood  products, 
or  (4)  new  or  improved  markets  for  such 
products.  Funds  under  this  section  shall  be 
provided  solely  out  of  sums  specifically  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
in  the  allocation  or  distribution  of  funds 
pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $4,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969. 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  109.  (a)  Clause  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  205  of  the  Act,  entitled  “mining 
area  restoration”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(1)  make  financial  contributions  to 
States  in  the  region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in 
abandoned  ooal  mines  and  abandoned  oil 
and  gas  wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabili¬ 
tate  lands  affected  by  the  strip  and  surface 
mining  and  processing  of  coal  and  other  min¬ 
erals,  including  lands  affected  by  waste  piles, 
in  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  July  15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.),  to 
the  extent  applicable,  without  regard  to  sec¬ 
tion  2(b)  thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to 
any  provisions  therein  limiting  assistance  to 
anthracite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under 
this  paragraph  shall  be  made  wholly  out  of 
funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  carrying  out  this  Act.” 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “and  1967”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “,  1967,  1968,  and 
1969”,  and  by  inserting  after  “restoration 
projects”  a  oomma  and  the  following:  “in¬ 
cluding  reasonable  planning,  engineering  and 
land  acquisition  costs,”. 

(c)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d) 
of  such  section  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows:  “Not  to  exceed  $39,150,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  110.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “water  resource  survey”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  111.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a 
new  section  as  follows: 

“ASSISTANCE  FOR  PLANNING  AND  OTHER  PRE¬ 
LIMINARY  EXPENSES  OF  PROPOSED  HOUSING 

PROJECTS  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and 
facilitate  the  construction  or  rehabilitation 


of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-and 
moderate-income  families  and  individuals, 
the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as 
the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  make  grants 
and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Fund  established  by  this  section,  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  prescribe,  to 
nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  cooperative 
organizations,  or  to  public  bodies,  for  ex¬ 
penses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an  in¬ 
sured  mortgage  for  a  housing  construction 
or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section  221 
of  the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in 
this  section  referred  to  as  ‘section  221’),  in 
any  area  of  the  Appalachian  region  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Commision  to  have  significant 
potential  for  future  growth. 

“(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  80  percentum  of  those  administrative 
expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  project  and 
obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section 
221,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to  be 
recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage 
insured  under  such  section:  Provided,  That 
no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  planning 
a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage 
under  section  221,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  mar¬ 
ket  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and 
architectural  fees,  site  options,  Federal  Hous¬ 
ing  Administration  and  Federal  National 
Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  construction 
loan  fees  and  discounts.  Loans  may  be  made 
without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or  below 
market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a  mort¬ 
gage  insured  under  section  221 :  Provided, 
That  any  loan  made  to  an  organization  estab¬ 
lished  for  profit  shall  bear  interest  at  the 
prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a  mort¬ 
gage  insured  under  such  section.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  may,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to 
an  organization  established  for  profit,  waive 
the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  interest, 
which  he  finds  the  borrower  is  unable  to  re¬ 
cover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  in¬ 
sured  under  section  221. 

“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be  de¬ 
posited  in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as 
the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be 
used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary  for 
carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  ex¬ 
penses  of  administration  of  this  section  may 
be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund 
not  needed  for  current  operation  may  be  in¬ 
vested  in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guar¬ 
anteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the 
United  States. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
.  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  112.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211 
of  the  Act,  entitled  “vocational  education 
facilities”,  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  word  “needed”  in  the  first  sentence,  the 
following:  “and  for  the  equipment  of  such 
facilities  and  other  school  facilities”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $18,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  113.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “sewage  treatment  works”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1954  (40  U.S.C.  461(a) )  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause 
(8)  and  all  of  clause  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  the 


Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section  403 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified 
under  section  301  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  for  their  entire  areas,  or 
for  metropolitan  planning,  urban  planning, 
county  planning,  or  small  municipality  plan¬ 
ning  within  such  areas  in  the  Appalachian 
region,  and  for  planning  for  Appalachian 
regional  programs.” 

(b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of 
section  701(b)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “States”  the 
words  “and  local  development  districts”. 

Sec.  115.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“SUPPLEMENTS  TO  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID 
PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the 
people,  States,  and  local  communities  of  the 
region,  including  local  development  districts, 
to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  de¬ 
fined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for 
which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching 
share,  the  President  is  authorized  to  provide 
funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  to  be  used 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  to  projects  under  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs,  as  hereafter  defined,  above 
the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of 
such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the 
applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided 
for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which 
funds  are  available  under  the  Acts  author¬ 
izing  such  programs  and  shall  be  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  author¬ 
ization  ceilings  in  such  Acts. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  the  Commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams'  as  used  in  this  section  means  those 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized 
by  this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equip¬ 
ment  of  facilities,  and  all  other  existing  or 
future  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  au¬ 
thorized  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not 
limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized 
by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal 
Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education 
Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National  Defense 
Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not 
include  (A)  the  program  for  the  construction 
of  the  development  highway  system  author¬ 
ized  by  section  201  of  this  Act  or  any  other 
program  relating  to  highway  or  road  con¬ 
struction,  or  (B)  any  other  program  for 
which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $97,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section." 

Sec.  116.  Part  B  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a 
new  section  as  follows : 

“CULTURAL  PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  215.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the 
development  of  the  cultural  resources  of  the 
region,  the  Chairman  of  the  National  Endow¬ 
ment  for  the  Arts  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  to  assist  the  member  States  of  the 
Commission  (1)  in  supporting  existing  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  (including  productions) 
in  the  region  which  meet  the  standards 
enumerated  in  section  5(c)  of  the  National 
Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities 
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Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  954;  79  Stat.  846); 
and  (2)  In  developing  programs  and  projects 
in  the  arts  in  such  a  manner  as  will  serve 
all  the  people  of  the  region.  Such  grants 
shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  section  5  of  that  Act,  for 
programs  and  projects  which  are  compatible 
with  State  plans  approved  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (h)  thereof,  without  regard  to  any 
provisions  therein  relating  to  appropriation 
authorizaiton  ceilings  or  to  allotments 
among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  spe¬ 
cifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  the  computation  of  the  allot¬ 
ments  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  shall  be  made  to  a  State 
for  a  workshop  production  (other  than  a 
workshop  conducted  by  a  school,  college,  or 
university)  for  which  a  direct  or  indirect 
admission  charge  is  asked  if  the  proceeds, 
after  deducting  reasonable  costs,  are  used 
for  purposes  other  than  assisting  the  recipi¬ 
ent  to  develop  high  standards  of  artistic 
excellence  or  encourage  greater  appreciation 
of  the  arts  and  humanities  by  the  people  of 
the  region. 

“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section 
221  of  the  Act,  entitled  “maintenance  op 
effort”,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “exclu¬ 
sive  of  Federal  funds,”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “exclusive  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  participation  in  the  National  Sys¬ 
tem  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  and 
exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Federal  funds,”. 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “Highways”  the 
following:  “and  expenditures  of  local  funds 
and  Federal  funds”. 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

"PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  author¬ 
ized  under  any  section  of  this  title  shall  be 
implemented  until  (1)  applications  and 
plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project 
have  been  determined  by  the  responsible 
Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the 
provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal  laws 
which  he  administers  that  are  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Commission 
has  approved  such  program  or  project  and 
has  determined  that  it  meets  the  applicable 
criteria  under  section  224  and  will  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  development  of  the  region, 
which  determination  shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224 
of  the  Act,  entitled  “program  development 
criteria”,  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "In 
developing  recommendations  on  the”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof :  “In  considering”;  and 
(2)  by  striking  out  “within  those  recommen¬ 
dations”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  clause  (1)  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following :  “  ( 1 )  to 
assist  establishments  relocating  from  one 
area  to  another;  ”. 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“grants  for  administrative  expenses  of 
local  development  districts  and  for  re¬ 
search  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS”,  is 

amended  by  (1)  striking  out  subsections  (a) 
through  (c);  (2)  redesignating  subsection 
(d)  as  subsection  (e);  and  (3)  inserting  the 
following  new  subsections  (a)  through  (d)  : 

“(a)  The  President  is  authorized — 

“  ( 1 )  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for 
administrative  expenses,  including  technical 
services,  of  local  development  districts,  but 
(A)  the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not 
exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses,  (B) 
no  grants  for  administrative  expenses  shall 
be  made  for  a  local  development  district  for 
a  period  in  excess  of  three  years  beginning  on 
the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made  for  such 


development  district,  and  (C)  the  local  de¬ 
velopment  district  contributions  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind, 
fairly  evaluated,  including  but  not  limited 
to  space,  equipment,  and  services;  and 

“  (2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for 
investigation,  research,  studies,  technical  as¬ 
sistance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and  for 
training  programs,  but  not  for  construction 
purposes,  which  will  further  the  purposes  of 
this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to 
make  a  survey  and  study  of  acid  pollution 
in  the  region  resulting  from  mining  activi¬ 
ties  and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  in  full 
cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State, 
and  local  departments  and  agencies,  with  the 
objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  ac¬ 
tion  program  for  the  appropriate  control,  re¬ 
duction,  or  elimination  of  such  pollution  in 
the  region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution. 
The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  a  report,  including  specific  recommen¬ 
dations  for  such  program  and  for  the  policies 
under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and  the 
President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  together  with  his  recommendations, 
not  later  than  March  31,  1969.  The  study 
shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  region  and  their  type,  area,  own¬ 
ership,  and  other  characteristics;  the  relative 
contribution  of  each  source;  and  the  impact 
of  each  source  on  water  quality  in  the 
streams  affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water¬ 
using  and  other  activities  which  are  affected 
by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  or  orig¬ 
inating  in  the  region,  and  the  economic  and 
social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to  such 
pollution. 

"(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs 
for  the  control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine 
pollution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  bene¬ 
fits,  public  and  private,  that  are  likely  to 
result  from  reducing  to  various  levels  acid 
mine  pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region 
and  identify  the  types  of  beneficiaries  and 
the  relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to 
such  beneficiaries. 

“  ( 5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  private  interests  in  programs 
for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of 
acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and  the 
relative  costs  which  each  should  bear,  in¬ 
cluding  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any, 
to  which  private  interests  can  bear -the  cost 
of  such  programs  within  the  economics  of 
mining  activity,  (B)  the  effectiveness  of  past 
action  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of 
government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the 
adverse  effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (C) 
relationships  which  might  be  established 
among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  and  with  private  interests,  for  im¬ 
plementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and 
(D)  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal  and 
State  legislation,  including  adequate  enforce¬ 
ment  provisions,  for  such  programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appro¬ 
priate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of 
acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  including 
the  identification  of  specific  objectives  and 
costs,  with  due  consideration  to:  (A)  the 
developmental  effects  of  the  program,  (B) 
the  economic  benefits  of  the  program  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  costs,  (C)  the  social  effects  of  the 
program,  (D)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted 
financial  gain  to  private  interests,  and  (E) 
the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  program. 

"(c)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by 
the  President,  maintain  accurate  and  com¬ 
plete  records  of  transactions  and  activities 
financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report 
thereon  to  the  President.  The  records  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  available  for  audit  with 
respect  to  such  grants  by  the  President  and 
the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  au¬ 
thorized  representatives. 
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“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for 
the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 
1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  sec¬ 
tion.  Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such  au¬ 
thorization  shall  be  available  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  subsection  (b) .” 

Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“PROJECT  APPROVAL 

“Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for 
any  other  assistance  for  a  program  or  project 
under  this  Act  shall  be  made  through  the 
State  member  of  the  Commission  represent¬ 
ing  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member 
shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval. 
Only  applications  for  programs  and  projects 
which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance 
under  the  Act  shall  be  approved  for  assist¬ 
ance.” 

"Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

“Sec.  401.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  appro¬ 
priations  authorized  in  section  201  for  the 
Appalachian  development  highway  system 
and  local  access  roads,  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President, 
to  be  available  until  expended,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $273,650,000  for  the  two -fiscal -year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry  out  this 
Act. 

“(b)  Unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions  under  the  authorization  in  this  section 
prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967 
shall  be  treated  as  having  been  appropriated 
to  the  President  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
as  amended,  and  shall  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided,  That  any  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations  for  the  purposes 
of  section  204  prior  to  such  amendment  shall 
remain  available  for  such  purposes.” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “DEFINITION  OF  APPALACHIAN  REGION”, 

is  amended — • 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  counties  in  Alabama  after  “Jefferson,” 
the  following:  “Lamar,”  and  after  “Morgan,” 
the  following;  “Pickens,”;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating 
to  the  counties  in  Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn, 
Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kem¬ 
per,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktib¬ 
beha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tishomingo, 
Union,  Webster,  and  Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chautauqua,  Che¬ 
mung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego, 
Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and 
Tompkins; 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  the  colon  following  “West  Vir¬ 
ginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period, 
and  by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder  of 
such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the 
definition  of  the  Appalachian  region  as  set 
forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Commission  without  a  prior 
resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  directing  a  study  of  such 
change.” 

TITLE  II— AMENDMENTS  TO  TITLE  V  OF 

THE  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  Section  503 
of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking  the 
semicolon  after  clause  (2),  inserting  a  com¬ 
ma,  and  the  following:  “including  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  comprehensive  long-range 
economic  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary;”. 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505 
of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 
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"Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  sub¬ 
section  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated 
by  the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commis¬ 
sion  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
section.” 

Sec.  203.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  redesignating  such  section  as 
section  510  and  by  inserting  after  section 
508  the  following  new  section  509: 

"supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid 

PROGRAMS 

"Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States 
and  other  entities  within  economic  develop¬ 
ment  regions  established  under  this  Act  to 
take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because 
of  their  economic  situation,  they  cannot 
supply  the  required  matching  share,  the 
Secretary  shall,  once  a  comprehensive  long- 
range  economic  plan  established  pursuant 
to  clause  (2)  of  section  503(a)  is  in  effect, 
to  provide  funds  pursuant  to  specific  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  each  of  the  Federal  Co- 
chairmen  of  the  regional  commissions  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  established  under  this 
title,  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  proj¬ 
ects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  proj¬ 
ects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable 
law.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under 
this  section  shall  be  implemented  until  (1) 
applications  and  plans  relating  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  or  project  have  been  determined  by  the 
responsible  Federal  official  to  be  compatible 
with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal 
laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  involved  has  approved 
such  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under 
section  504  and  will  contribute  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  region,  which  determination 
shall  be  controlling.  Funds  may  be  provided 
only  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for 
which  funds  are  available  under  the  Act  au¬ 
thorizing  such  programs.  Funds  so  provided 
shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  ap¬ 
propriation  authorization  ceilings  in  such 
Act. 

"(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  each  commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

"(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  all 
existing  or  future  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  assisting  in  the  acqusition  of  land  or 
the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities, 
including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid 
programs  authorized  by  title  I  of  this  Act 
and  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act; 
Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934;  Higher 
Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  and 
National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The 
term  shall  not  include  any  program  in  which 
loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assistance, 
except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  authorized 
by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  solely  out  cf  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  section,  and  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of 
allocations  among  the  States  made  pursuant 
to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary  for  each  of  the 
regional  commissions  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the 
period  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum 


of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969. 

"(e)  Any  amounts  appropriated  under  this 
section  shall  remain  available  until  expended, 
and  any  amounts  authorized  for  any  fiscal 
year  under  this  section  but  not  appropriated 
may  be  appropriated  for  any  succeeding  fiscal 
year  commencing  prior  to  July  1,  1970. 

"(f)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  through  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  representing  such 
applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall 
evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only 
applications  for  programs  and  projects  which 
are  approved  by  a  State  member  as  meeting 
the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this 
section  shall  be  approved  for  assistance.” 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read; 
‘‘A  bill  to  revise  and  extend  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  1965.” 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  has  once  again 
displayed  his  resourceful  and  extraordi¬ 
nary  ability  as  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works.  Passage  of  this 
bill  which  extends  the  already  proven 
Appalachian  regional  development  pro¬ 
gram  is  just  one  among  many  outstand¬ 
ing  achievements  obtained  under  his  di¬ 
rection.  The  Senate’s  overwhelming  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  measure  is  a  lasting  tribute 
to  the  fine  manner  in  which  he  steered 
it  from  committee  to  final  action  today. 

But  this  great  success,  and  the  ex¬ 
pected  achievements  realized  from  the 
continued  Appalachian  development  en¬ 
compassed  in  the  extension  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  are  to  be  shared  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper].  As  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee,  he  has  consistently 
applied  his  own  strong  and  highly  tal¬ 
ented  efforts  in  assuring  decisive  sup¬ 
port  for  this  measure. 

Other  members  of  the  committee  are 
similarly  to  be  congratulated  for  joining 
in  a  cooperative  endeavor  to  assist  pas¬ 
sage.  To  name  just  a  few,  I  refer  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young],  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie,]  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon¬ 
toya],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Baker]  and  to  the  other  members  of  the 
committee.  Their  strong  support  was 
vital  to  this  success. 

Additionally,  the  Senate  is  grateful  for 
the  cooperation  offered  by  the  Senators 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits  and  Mr. 
Kennedy].  Their  selfless  efforts  in  as¬ 
suring  the  expeditious  and  efficient  dis¬ 
position  of  the  measure  were  truly  out¬ 
standing.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris]. 

Finally,  I  wish  to  thank  the  Senate  as 
a  whole  for  joining  so  decisively  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  this  measure  with  swift  action — • 
preserving  to  all  Members  full  opportu¬ 
nity  to  urge  each  viewpoint.  We  all 
may  be  proud  of  the  achievement. 
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THORIZATION  FOR  POSTMASTEI 
JENERAL  TO  ENTER  INTO  LEASI 
)F  REAL  PROPERTY 

r.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, /I 
ask  \  unanimous  consent  that  the  unf 
isheo  business  be  laid  aside  temporarily, 
and  that  the  Senate  turn  to  the  cons 
eration  of  Calendar  No.  82  (S.  1039)/ 

Th^  PRESIDING  OFFICER  /  Mr. 
Holli&gs  in  the  chair) .  The  bill  w/ll  be 
stated  l/y  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.A039) 
to  exterid  the  authority  of  the  Postmas¬ 
ter  General  to  enter  into  leases  pi  real 
property  :  for  periods  not  exceeding  30 
years,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  /Is  there 
objection  tb  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill?  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  tbe  Senate 
proceeded  tb  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Con/mittee  on 
Public  Worlds,  with  amendments,  on 
page  2,  line  21,  after  the  word  “mail”, 
to  insert  “anq”;  after  line  pi,  to  strike 
out: 

(3)  at  least  !fc>  per  centuih  of  the  net 
Interior  floor  space  of  the  l/uilding  Is  de¬ 
voted  to  mall  processing  activities  and  re¬ 
lated  vehicle  service  (but  excluding  building 
services)  and  the\  remainder  of  such  floor 
space  is  devoted  to\ directly/related  support¬ 
ing  activities  such  as  administrative  and  ac¬ 
counting  offices,  maintenance  areas,  and  em¬ 
ployees’  welfare  facilities;  knd 

On  page  3,  at  the  beginning  of  line  4, 
to  strike  out  “(4)7  and  insert  “(3)”; 
and  in  line  6,  after  We)”,  to  strike  out 
“No  lease  agreement/  may  be  entered 
into  under  this  section  or  section  2102  of 
this  title  for  a  special  Vpurpose  post  office 
building  having  gr^ssj  floor  space  ex¬ 
ceeding  20,000  square  \ feet  until  thirty 
days  after  the  date/  on\  which  the  Post¬ 
master  General  transmits  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Worksof  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  of  the  Hous/s  of  Represent- 
attives  a  report  /which  includes  a  full 
and  complete  statement  concerning  the 
need  for  such  aryagreemenuand  the  facts 
relating  to  the/  proposed  transaction”; 
and  insert  “At  /east  thirty  days  prior  to 
entering  into  a  lease  agreement  under 
this  section  or /under  section  E 102  of  this 
title  for  a  special  purpose  /post  office 
building  havibg  gross  floor  space  exceed¬ 
ing  twenty  •  /thousand  square\  feet,  the 
Postmaster  General  shall  transmit  to 
the  Committee  on  Public  Worlds  of  the 
Senate  and/ the  Committee  on  Post  Of¬ 
fice  and  Civil  Service  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  a  report  which  includes 
a  full  and/  complete  statement  concern¬ 
ing  the  nbed  for  such  an  agreement  and 
the  facts  /relating  to  the  proposed  trans¬ 
action.”, 7 so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (aft  the 
portion  lot  section  2103(a),  title  39,  Ur 
States  Code,  which  precedes  paragraph  \2) 
thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)/ Whenever  the  Postmaster  Geneil 
determines  after  consultation  with  the 
minisjtrator  of  General  Services,  that  it 
esirable  or  feasible  to  construct 
facility  under  the  provisions  of  ti 
:  Buildings  Act  of  1959,  as  amended) 
S.C.  601-615),  the  Postmaster  General, 
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in  addition  to  the  authority  conferred  upon 
him  as  section  2102  of  this  title  may — 

“( 1  (^negotiate  and  enter  into  lease  agree¬ 
ments  which  do  not  bind  the  Government 
for  period^  exceeding  thirty  years,  on  such 
terms  as  tnp  Postmaster  General  deems  to 
be  in  the  beffi,  interest  of  the  United  States, 
for  the  erectren  by  the  lessor  of  special- 
purpose  post  office  buildings  on  lands  sold, 
leased,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to\r  otherwise  acquired  by, 
the  lessor;” 

(b)  Section  2103,  £dle  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by\adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  nety  subsections: 

“(d)  As  used  in  this Njection  the  .term 
‘special  purpose  post  officeNbuilding’  means 
a  building  which  has  the  fallowing  char¬ 
acteristics  : 

“(1)  it  is  situated  in  a  particular  geo¬ 
graphical  location  to  make  it  convenient  for 
processing  mail; 

"(2)  it  is  designed  in  a  particula?\config- 
uration  to  make  it  convenient  for  processing 
mail;  and 

“(3)  it  is  not  readily  usable  or  convertible 
to  use  as  a  general-purpose  office  building. 

“(e)  At  least  thirty  days  prior  to  entering 
into  a  lease  agreement  under  this  section  or' 
under  section  2102  of  this  title  for  a  special 
purpose  post  office  building  having  gross  floor 
space  exceeding  twenty  thousand  square 
feet,  the  Postmaster  General  shall  transmit 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  a  report  which  includes  a  full 
and  complete  statement  concerning  the 
need  for  such  an  agreement  and  the  facts 
relating  to  the  proposed  transaction. 

“(f)  A  statement  in  the  lease  agreement 
that  the  requirements  of  subsections  (d) 
and  (e)  have  been  met,  or  that  the  lease 
agreement  is  not  subject  to  these  subsec¬ 
tions,  is  conclusive.” 

(c)  The  text  of  section  2109,  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “Agreements  may  not  be  entered 
into  under  sections  2104  and  2105  of  this 
title  after  July  22,  1964,  and  under  section 
2103  after  June  30,  1972.’’ 


THE  DODD  CASE 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
today,  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Select  Committee  on  Standards  and  Con¬ 
duct  [Mr.  SxennisI  filed  in  the  Senate 
the  committee’s  report  and  recommen¬ 
dations  on  the  investigation  of  Senator 
Thomas  J.  Dodd,  of  Connecticut.  I  agree/ 
wholly  with  the  conclusions  and  recoi 
mendations  of  the  committee,  with 
spect  to  those  subjects  upon  which/the 
committee  held  public  hearings. 

I  think  it  proper,  however,  to  s«Cy  that 
I  hold  certain  reservations  whi/h  I  ex¬ 
pressed  and  contended  for  in/the  com¬ 
mittee.  My  reservations  concern  sec¬ 
tions  4  and  5  of  the  conclusions  of  the 
committee. 

The  subject  of  conclusion  IV  is  “Other 
Allegations  Not  Covered  in  Public  Hear¬ 
ings.”  It  is  correct  that  the  preliminary 
examination  of  the/staff  and  committee 
of  these  allegations  indicated  that  it  was 
unlikely  that  co/clusive  findings  of  fact 
could  be  obtained.  It  is  correct  that 
some  evidence  would  only  be  cumulative. 
It  is  correct  that  the  charges  are  being 
referred  tjr the  Department  of  Justice. 

Nevertheless,  I  believe  that  further 
hearings  on  these  allegations  which  were 
serious  charges — charges  which,  if 
proven,  could  involve  violations  of  law — 
might  have  provided  the  Senate  and  the 
iblic  with  better  information  as  to  their 


substance  and  their  truth  or  falsity.  In 
addition,  it  would  have  enabled  Senator 
Dodd  to  respond  to  these  allegations 
made  against  him. 

My  second  reservation  concerns  the 
supplement,  “Unauthorized  Removal  of 
Documents  from  Senator  Dodd’s  Office.” 

The  committee  has  authority  to  deal 
with  the  acts  of  Senator  Dodd’s  employ¬ 
ees.  The  consideration  of  their  acts  in¬ 
volves  the  public  interest  in  the  disclosure 
of  wrongdoing,  and  also  the  problem  of 
the  custody  of  official  papers  of  a  Mem¬ 
ber’s  office  and  his  personal  papers — in 
the  proper  conduct  of  the  office. 

It  was  my  position  that  the  committee 
should  make  such  recommendations  as 
it  determines  necessary  on  this  matter, 
separate  from  the  report  that  has  been 
filed,  for  the  subject  of  the  present  in¬ 
quiry  is  the  allegations  made  against 
Senator  Dodd.  > 

I  informed  the  committee  that  I  would 
make  this  statement  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

L\  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  whfl 
Senators  are  on  the  floor,  may  we  hear 
from  our  able  friend,  the  majority  leaner, 
what  hrs  plans  are  for  the  remainder  of 
today  aiui  for  tomorrow? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to\he  question  raised  by  the 
distinguished Vcting  minority  leader,  the 
pending  measure  may  take/a  little  while. 
We  may  or  may\not  finish  it  today.  I 
rather  doubt  it. 

It  is  anticipated  N(h^t  following  that, 
we  will  ask  the  SenatXto  allow  us  to  take 
up  Order  No.  185-/s.\1029 — which  will 
take  several  hours,  anywray,  I  believe. 

Then  I  would  Jtope,  if  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator/rom  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
gets  a  reply  /o  a  communication  which 
he  has  addressed  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  that  some  time  nextNjveek  we 
would  ta/e  up  the  bill. 

Mr.  .KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator  an¬ 
ticipate  the  possibility  of  rollcall  votes 
tomorrow?  Does  the  Senator  believe 
tl ysre  is  a  possibility  of  that? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do  not' 
relieve  that  it  will  be  controversial  from 
my  angle. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  There  is  that  pos¬ 
sibility,  but  so  long  as  we  are  all  going 
to  be  here  to  extend  the  same  kind  of 
courtesy  to  General  Westmoreland  in  the 
other  Chamber  that  he  extended  to  so 
many  of  us  in  Vietnam  when  we  visited 
there,  we  will  come  back  after  that  meet¬ 
ing,  have  a  morning  hour,  and  resume 
consideration  of  the  pending  measure. 
All  Members  should  be  on  notice  that 
there  is  a  possibility  of  votes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  May  I  add  that  we 
already  have  consent  to  recess  at  12:10 
p.m.  tomorrow,  to  depart  in  a  body  for 
the  Hall  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 


GENERAL  WESTMORELAND  INVITED 
BEFORE  COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN 
RELATIONS 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
during  debate  Tuesday  on  the  subject 
of  American  involvement  in  Vietnam,  the 


senior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hoi 
land]  urged  me,  as  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  invite 
General  Westmoreland  to  appear  before 
the  committee.  The  Senator  emphasized 
the  great  ability  of  the  general  to  help  us 
understand  the  nature  of  the  war  in 
Vietnam  and  the  dangers  implicit  in  any 
domestic  criticism  of  our/growing  in¬ 
volvement  there. 

I  wish  to  report  to  tbfe  Senate  that  I 
acted  promptly  on  tha/uggestion  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida/ and  instructed  the 
staff  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  to  inquire  as  to  whether  General 
Westmoreland  would  be  available  to  meet 
with  the  committee  in  executive  session. 
The  staff  wa/ informed  by  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Mr.  Jack  Stem- 
pier,  that  General  Westmoreland’s 
schedule/was  such  that  he  would  not  be 
able  to/testify  before  any  congressional 
committees.  So  far  as  the  Secretary’s 
office  knew,  General  Westmoreland  had 
or/y  two  public  speaking  engagements — 
le  first  that  of  last  Monday,  when  he 
''spoke  to  the  annual  meeting  of  the  As¬ 
sociated  Press  in  New  York;  the  second, 
a  scheduled  address  to  a  joint  meeting  of 
the  two  Houses  of  Congress  to  be  held 
on  Friday  of  this  week.  I  understand 
that  the  general  has  been  invited  to  a 
White  House  luncheon  which  will  be  at¬ 
tended  by  a  number  of  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  as  well  as  by  Governors  who  have 
been  able  to  accept  the  invitation.  He 
was  also  able  to  attend  an  off-the-record 
session  at  the  Council  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  in  New  York  last  Monday  after  his 
address  to  the  Associated  Press. 

In  addition  to  these  sessions,  I  am  also 
informed  that  the  general  will  meet  with 
the  President,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
and  a  few  selected  committee  chairmen 
before  he  returns  to  Saigon  this  weekend. 

I  report  the  general’s  schedule  to  the 
Senate  not  in  anger  that  he  has  not  been 
able  to  testify  before  any  congressional 
committees,  but  rather  more  with  regret. 
I  say  “with  regret”  because  I  believe  a 
democracy  requires  direct  exchanges  be¬ 
tween  our  executive  and  military  leaders 
and  the  elected  representatives  of  the 
^people.  Members  of  Congress  have 
luch  to  learn  from  our  administrators — 
civilian  or  military — who  must  struggle 
to  promote  national  policy  in  the  field. 

Bysthe  same  token,  our  administrators 
have  inuch  to  learn  from  those  of  us 
who  haXe  direct  responsibilities  to  con¬ 
stituencies  spread  across  this  Nation, 
constituencies  that  bear  the  burden  in 
taxes  and  sacrifice  their  lives  for  our 
policies. 

Unfortunately,  the  short  stay  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Westmoreland  in  the  United  States 
and  his  heavy  schedule  have  not  permit¬ 
ted  a  normal  exchange  of  views  to  take 
place.  I  do  not  vifctw  speeches  and 
luncheons  as  reasonable  opportunities 
for  serious  exchanges  of  views  or  as  sub¬ 
stitute  for  our  long-tested\echniques  of 
committee  hearings. 

One  of  the  tragic  byproducts  of  the 
war  in  Vietnam  is  that  healthy  public 
dialog  between  responsible  policy Sofficials 
in  the  administration  and  beiaveen 
equally  responsible  congressional  Com¬ 
mittees  is  breaking  down.  Too  many 
Members  of  Congress  are  forced  to  ref 
on  Sunday  TV  shows  and  prepared 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  28, 1967 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


AN  ACT 

To  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I— APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOP- 

4  MENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

5  Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Appalachian 

6  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967”. 

7  Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De- 

8  velopment  Act  of  1965  (hereinafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as 

9  “the  Act”)  is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  “and”  at  the  end  of 

10  clause  (7)  ;  (2)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  and  the  word 
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“and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period;  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9) . 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30, 
1967,  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government.  Thereafter,  such  ex¬ 
penses  shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States  in  the  region,  except 
that  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate, 
and  his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Government. 
The  share  to  he  paid  by  each  State  shall  be  determined  by 
the  Commission.  The  Federal  Cochairman  shall  not  partici¬ 
pate  or  vote  in  such  determination.  No  assistance  authorized 
by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political 
subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  Commission  while  such  State  is  delinquent  in 
payment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  he  appropriated  to  the  Commission,  to  he  available 
until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
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year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to  exceed  $400,000 
of  such  authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  expenses  of 
the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the  authorization  in 
this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  as  amended,  until 
expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“administrative  powers  of  the  commission”,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(V  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases 
(including,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  lease  of  office  space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later 
than  June  30,  1971) ,  cooperative  agreements,  or  other 
transactions  as  may  he  necessary  in  carrying  out  its 
functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate, 
with  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  (which  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the 
extent  not  otherwise  prohibited  by  law)  or  with  any 
State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency,  or  instru¬ 
mentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association, 
or  corporation.” 
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Sec.  105.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system 
which,  in  conjunction  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other 
Federal-aid  highways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will  open 
up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental  potential  where 
commerce  and  communication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of 
adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  (hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized 
to  assist  in  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads  serving  the  Appala¬ 
chian  region.  The  provisions  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  which 
the  Secretary  determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
shall  apply,  respectively,  to  the  development  highway  system 
and  the  local  access  roads.  Construction  on  the  development 
higl i way  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  seven  hundred 
miles.  Construction  of  local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed  two 
thousand  miles  that  will  serve  specific  recreational,  resi¬ 
dential,  educational,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like 
facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  school  consolidation  program. 

“(h)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary  its 
designations  of  ( 1 )  the  general  corridor  location  and  termini 
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of  the  development  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads  to  he 
constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  construction  of  segments 
of  the  development  highways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the 
program  authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State  mem¬ 
ber  participates  in  or  votes  on  such  designations,  he  shall 
have  obtained  the  recommendations  of  the  State  highway 
department  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

“  (c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist  in  any  con¬ 
struction  (including  right-of-way  acquisition)  which  would 
require  for  its  completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
(other  than  funds  available  under  title  23,  United  States 
Code)  in  excess  of  the  appropriations  authorization  in  sub¬ 
section  (g) .  On  its  completion  each  development  highway 
not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be  added 
to  such  system  and  each  development  highway  and  local 
access  road  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the  State 
as  provided  for  Federal-aid  highways  in  title  23,  United 
States  Code. 

“  (d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  author¬ 
ized  under  this  section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference 
to  the  use  of  materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region. 

<<r  (e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in 
the  use  of  coal  and  coal  products  in  highway  construction 
and  maintenance,  the  Secretary  shall  require  each  partici- 
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paring  State,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  to  use  coal 
derivatives  in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum 
of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

“(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of 
such  project,  unless  the  Commission  determines  that  assist¬ 
ance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  required  in  furtherance 
of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  hut  in  no  event  shall  such  Federal 
assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President,  to  he  available  until 
expended,  $715,000,000  for  the  four-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1971.  Unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  under  the  authorization 
in  this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  be 
treated  as  having  been  appropriated  to  the  President  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  as  amended,  and  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 

“(h)  (1)  When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  con¬ 
struct  a  segment  of  a  development  highway  without  the  aid 
of  Federal  funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and 
requirements  applicable  to  the  construction  of  segments  of 
Appalachian  development  highways  with  such  funds,  except 
insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to 
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the  construction  of  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  have 
previously  been  appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  applica¬ 
tion  by  the  State  and  after  approval  of  the  project  by  the 
Commission  under  section  223  (2)  of  this  Act,  shall  pay  to 
the  State  the  Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of 
the  costs  of  construction  of  such  segment,  from  any  sums 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  he  construed  as  a  com¬ 
mitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  funds  for  segments  of  development  highways  con¬ 
structed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not  increase  the 
limitation  on  construction  in  subsection  (c) 

Sec.  106.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“demonstration  health  projects 
“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of 
adequate  health  facilities  and  services  to  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  region,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  is  authorized  to  make  grants  for  the  planning,  con¬ 
struction,  equipment,  and  operation  of  multicounty  demon¬ 
stration  health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional  health 
diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities  and 
services  necessary  to  health.  Grants  for  such  construction 
(including  the  acquisition  of  facilities  and  initial  equipment) 
shall  he  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of 
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title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.O.  291- 
29 lo),  the  Mental  Eetardation  Facilities  and  Community 
Mental  Health  Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat. 
282) ,  and  other  laws  authorizing  grants  for  the  construction 
of  health-related  facilities,  without  regard  to  any  provisions 
therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to 
allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall 
be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States 
made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“  (b)  Ho  grant  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  any 
component  of  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed  80 
per  centum  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  contribution  may  be 
provided  entirely  from  funds  authorized  under  this  section 
or  in  combination  with  funds  provided  under  other  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
health-related  facilities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
law  limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other  programs,  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal 
grants  for  component  facilities  of  a  demonstration  health 
project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such 
facilities. 

“  (c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  (including 
initial  operating  funds  and  operating  deficits  comprising 
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among  other  items  the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and  re¬ 
taining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demonstration  health  proj¬ 
ect,  whether  or  not  constructed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section,  may  he  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum  of  the  costs 
thereof  for  the  two-year  period  beginning,  for  each  compo¬ 
nent  facility  or  service  assisted  under  any  such  operating 
grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or  service  is  in  opera¬ 
tion  as  a  part  of  the  project.  For  the  next  three  years  of 
operations  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  such 
costs.  No  grants  for  operation  of  a  demonstration  health  proj¬ 
ect  shall  be  made  after  five  years  following  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  the  initial  grant  for  operation  of  the  project.  Not¬ 
withstanding  section  104  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  554),  a  health-related 
facility  constructed  under  title  I  of  that  Act  may  he  a  compo¬ 
nent  of  a  demonstration  health  project  eligible  for  operating 
grant  assistance  under  this  section. 

“  (d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Commission  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  its  Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to  make  grants 
for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for  the  development  and 
operation  of  demonstration  health  projects  for  the  region. 
The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum 
of  such  expenses. 

S.  602 - 2 
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“  (e)  Not  to  exceed  $70,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  107.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “land  stabilization,  conservation,  and  ero¬ 
sion  control”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry 
out  this  section.” 

Sec.  108.  Section  204  of  the  Act,  entitled  “timber  de¬ 
velopment  and  research”,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
subsection  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new 
subsections  (b)  and  (c)  : 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
vide  technical  assistance,  make  grants,  enter  into  contracts,  or 
otherwise  provide  funds  to  forest  products  research  institu¬ 
tions  in  the  region  and  other  appropriate  public  and  private 
organizations,  for  Appalachian  hardwood  products  research, 
including  investigations,  studies,  and  demonstrations,  which 
will  further  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  Funds  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  only  for  programs  and  projects  which  will  contribute 
significantly  to  the  development  of  (1)  Appalachian  hard¬ 
wood  technology,  ( 2 )  new  or  improved  uses  of  Appalachian 
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lmrdwood  resources,  (3)  new  or  improved  processes  or  meth¬ 
ods  for  producing  hardwood  products,  or  (4)  new  or  im¬ 
proved  markets  for  such  products.  Funds  under  this  section 
shall  be  provided  solely  out  of  sums  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account  in  the  allocation  or  distribution  of  funds 
pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“  (c)  Not  to  exceed  $4,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  109.  (a)  Clause  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
205  of  the  Act,  entitled  “mining  aeea  restoration”,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ( 1 )  make  financial  contributions  to  States  in  the 
region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and 
abandoned  oil  and  gas  wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabili¬ 
tate  lands  affected  by  the  strip  and  surface  mining  and 
processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals,  including  lands 
affected  by  waste  piles,  in  accordance  with  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.),  to 
the  extent  applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2  (b) 
thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to  any  provisions 
therein  limiting  assistance  to  anthracite  coal  formation, 
or  to  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  un- 
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der  this  paragraph  shall  be  made  wholly  out  of  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  carrying 
out  this  Act.” 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “and  1967”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “,  1967, 
1968,  and  1969”,  and  by  inserting  after  “restoration  proj¬ 
ects”  a  comma  and  the  following:  “including  reasonable 
planning,  engineering  and  land  acquisition  costs,”. 

(c)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d)  of  such  section 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Not  to  exceed  $39,150,000 
of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  110.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “water  resource  survey”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  cany  out  this 
section.” 
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Sec.  111.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  tlie  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows: 
“ASSISTANCE  FOE  PLANNING  and  OTHEE  PEELIMINAEY 
EXPENSES  OF  PEOPOSED  HOUSING  PEOJECTS  UNDEE 
SECTION  221  OF  THE  NATIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 
“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the 
construction  or  rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of 
low-  and  moderate-income  families  and  individuals,  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  'Secretary’)  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Pund  established  by  this  section,  under  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  may  prescribe,  to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or 
cooperative  organizations,  or  to  public  bodies,  for  expenses 
of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  for  a 
housing  construction  or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section 
221  of  the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in  this  section 
referred  to  as  'section  221’) ,  in  any  area  of  the  Appalachian 
region  determined  by  the  Commission  to  have  significant 
potential  for  future  growth. 
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“(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  those  administrative  expenses,  incident  to  planning 
a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section 
221,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to  be  recoverable 
from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  such  section: 
Provided,  That  no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  under  section  221,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  market  needs, 
preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  fees,  site 
options,  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  Federal  Na¬ 
tional  Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  construction  loan  fees 
and  discounts.  Loans  may  be  made  without  interest,  or  at 
any  market  or  below  market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a 
mortgage  insured  under  section  221:  Provided,  That  any 
loan  made  to  an  organization  established  for  profit  shall 
bear  interest  at  the  prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a 
mortgage  insured  under  such  section.  The  Secretary  may, 
except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  an  organization  established 
for  profit,  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  interest,  which  he  finds 
the  borrower  is  unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a 
mortgage  insured  under  section  221. 
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“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  shall  be  deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall 
be  known  as  the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be 
used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary  for  carrying  out 
such  purposes.  Oeneral  expenses  of  administration  of  this 
section  may  be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund  not 
needed  for  current  operation  may  he  invested  in  bonds  or 
other  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by 
the  United  States. 

“(e)  Hot  to  exceed  $5,000,000  0f  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  cany  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  112.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211  of  the  Act, 
entitled  “vocational  education  facilities”,  is  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  word  “needed”  in  the  first  sentence, 
the  following:  “and  for  the  equipment  of  such  facilities  and 
other  school  facilities”. 

(1) )  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(h)  Not  to  exceed  $18,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  he  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  113.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of  the  Act,  en- 
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titled  “sewage  treatment  works”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  (b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  701  (a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1954  (40  U.S.C.  461  (a)  )  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and  all  of  clause  (9)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

“  (9)  the  Appalachian  Eegional  Commission,  for 
comprehensive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as 
defined  by  section  403  of  the  Appalachian  Eegional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified  under 
section  301  of  the  Appalachian  Eegional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  their  entire 
areas,  or  for  metropolitan  planning,  urban  planning, 
county  planning,  or  small  municipality  planning  within 
such  areas  in  the  Appalachian  region,  and  for  planning 
for  Appalachian  regional  programs.” 

(b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  701  (b) 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
“States”  the  words  “and  local  development  districts”, 
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Sec.  115.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States, 
and  local  communities  of  the  region,  including  local  develop¬ 
ment  districts,  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for  which  they  are 
eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  to  projects  under  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams,  as  hereafter  defined,  above  the  fixed  maximum  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the 
applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided  for  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  available  under 
the  Acts  authorizing  such  programs  and  shall  be  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings 
in  such  Acts. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be 
increased  in  excess  of  the  percentages  established  b}^  the  Com¬ 
mission,  and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum  thereof. 
“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  programs’  as  used 
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in  this  section  means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorized  by  this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  and  all  other  existing  or  future  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  authorized  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorized  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act;  title  AH  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational 
Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act:  Federal  Air¬ 
port  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National  Defense 
Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  the 
program  for  the  construction  of  the  development  highway 
system  authorized  by  section  201  of  this  Act  or  any  other 
program  relating  to  highway  or  road  construction,  or  (B) 
any  other  program  for  which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial 
assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  authorized  by 
this  or  any  other  Act. 

“  (d)  Not  to  exceed  $97, 000, 000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  ont  this 
section.” 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


19 


Sec.  116.  Part  B  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows : 

“cultural  programs 

“Sec.  215.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  development 
of  the  cultural  resources  of  the  region,  the  Chairman  of  the 
National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  to  assist  the  member  States  of  the  Commission  (1) 
in  supporting  existing  programs  and  projects  (including  pro¬ 
ductions)  in  the  region  which  meet  the  standards  enumerated 
in  section  5  (c)  of  the  National  Foundation  on  the  Arts  and 
the  Humanities  Act  of  1965  (20  U.S.C.  954;  79  Stat.  846)  ; 
and  (2)  in  developing  programs  and  projects  in  the  arts  in 
such  a  manner  as  will  serve  all  the  people  of  the  region. 
Such  grants  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  section  5  of  that  Act,  for  programs  and  projects 
which  are  compatible  with  State  plans  approved  pursuant  to 
subsection  (h)  thereof,  without  regard  to  any  provisions 
therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or 
to  allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among 
the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“  (1))  No  grant  shall  he  made  to  a  State  for  a  workshop 
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production  (other  than  a  workshop  conducted  by  a  school, 
college,  or  university)  for  which  a  direct  or  indirect  admis¬ 
sion  charge  is  asked  if  the  proceeds,  after  deducting  reason¬ 
able  costs,  are  used  for  purposes  other  than  assisting  the 
recipient  to  develop  high  standards  of  artistic  excellence  or 
encourage  greater  appreciation  of  the  arts  and  humanities 
by  the  people  of  the  region. 

“  (c)  Not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section." 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  221  of  the 
Act,  entitled  “maintenance  of  effort”,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “exclusive  of  Eederal  funds,”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “exclusive  of  expenditures  for 
participation  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  De¬ 
fense  Highways,  and  exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Eederal 
funds,”. 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  “Highways”  the  following:  “and  expenditures 
of  local  funds  and  Eederal  funds”. 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

“program  implementation 
“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under 
any  section  of  this  title  shall  be  implemented  until  ( 1 )  appli- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


21 


cations  and  plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal  official  to  be 
compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal  laws 
which  be  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
and  (2)  the  Commission  has  approved  such  program  or 
project  and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the  appbcable  cri¬ 
teria  under  section  224  and  will  contribute  to  the  development 
of  the  region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224  of  the  Act, 
entitled  “pkogram  development  criteria”,  is  amended 
( 1 )  by  striking  out  “In  developing  recommendations  on  the” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  “In  considering”;  and  (2) 
by  striking  out  “within  those  recommendations”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  clause  ( 1 )  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 
“(i)  to  assist  establishments  relocating  from  one  area  to 
another;”. 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled  “grants  for 
administrative  expenses  of  local  development 

DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RESEARCH  AND  DEMONSTRATION 

projects”,  is  amended  by  (1)  striking  out  subsections  (a) 
through  (c)  ;  (2)  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsection 
(e)  ;  and  (3)  inserting  the  following  new  subsections  (a) 
through  (d)  : 


“  (a)  The  President  is  authorized- 
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“  ( 1 )  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses,  including  technical  services,  of  local 
development  districts,  but  (A)  the  amount  of  any  such 
grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses, 
(B)  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses  shall  be  made 
for  a  local  development  district  for  a  period  in  excess  of 
three  years  beginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made 
for  such  development  district,  and  (C)  the  local  develop¬ 
ment  district  contributions  for  administrative  expenses 
may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including 
but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services;  and 
“  (2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  investi¬ 
gation,  research,  studies,  technical  assistance,  and  demon¬ 
stration  projects,  and  for  training  programs,  but  not  for 
construction  purposes,  which  will  further  the  purposes 
of  this  Act. 

“  (b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  make  a  survey 
and  study  of  acid  pollution  in  the  region  resulting  from 
mining  activities  and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  in  full 
cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  other 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies,  with  the  objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  action 
program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimina- 
ition  of  such  pollution  in  the  region  or  the  effects  of  such 
pollution.  The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  President  a 
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report,  including  specific  recommendations  for  such  program 
and  for  the  policies  under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and 
the  President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  recommendations,  not  later  than  March  31, 
1969.  The  study  shall,  among  other  matters — 

“  ( 1 )  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the 
region  and  their  type,  area,  ownership,  and  other  char¬ 
acteristics;  the  relative  contribution  of  each  source;  and 
the  impact  of  each  source  on  water  quality  in  the  streams 
affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water-using 
and  other  activities  which  are  affected  by  acid  mine  pol¬ 
lution  in  the  region,  or  originating  in  the  region,  and  the 
economic  and  social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to  such 
pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for  the 
control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine  pollution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  benefits,  public 
and  private,  that  are  likely  to  result  from  reducing  to 
various  levels  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  streams  of  the 
region  and  identify  the  types  of  beneficiaries  and  the 
relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such  beneficiaries. 

“(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal, 
State,  and  private  interests  in  programs  for  the  control, 
reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the 
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region  and  the  relative  costs  which  each  should  bear, 
including  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to  which 
private  interests  can  hear  the  cost  of  such  programs 
within  the  economics  of  mining  activity,  (B)  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  past  action  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units 
of  government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the  adverse 
effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (C)  relationships  which 
might  be  established  among  Federal,  State,  and  local 
units  of  government,  and  with  private  interests,  for  im¬ 
plementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and  (D)  the 
need  for  appropriate  Federal  and  State  legislation, 
including  adequate  enforcement  provisions,  for  such 
programs. 

“  (6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appropriate  con¬ 
trol,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in 
the  region,  including  the  identification  of  specific  objec¬ 
tives  and  costs,  with  due  consideration  to:  (A)  the  de¬ 
velopmental  effects  of  the  program,  (B)  the  economic 
benefits  of  the  program  in  relation  to  costs,  (C)  the 
social  effects  of  the  program,  (D )  the  avoidance  of  un¬ 
warranted  financial  gain  to  private  interests,  and  (E) 
the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to  accomplish  the 
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“  (c)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of  transactions 
and  activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report  thereon 
to  the  President.  The  records  of  the  Commission  shall  be 
available  for  audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  authorized 
representatives. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 
Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be 
available  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (b) 

Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“PROJECT  APPROVAL 

“Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other 
assistance  for  a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be 
made  through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  repre¬ 
senting  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall  evaluate 
the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member 
as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act 
shall  be  approved  for  assistance.” 
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Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“authorization  of  appropriations 
“Sec.  401.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  201  for  the  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads,  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President,  to  be  available 
until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $273,650,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry  out  this  Act. 

“(b)  Unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the 
authorization  in  this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967 
shall  be  treated  as  having  been  appropriated  to  the  President 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  amended,  and  shall  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  any  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations  for  the  purposes  of  section  204 
prior  to  such  amendment  shall  remain  available  for  such 
purposes.” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  entitled  “defi¬ 
nition  of  APPALAcmAN  region”,  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  coun¬ 
ties  in  Alabama  after  “Jefferson,”  the  following:  “La- 
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mar,”  and  after  “Morgan,”  the  following:  “Pickens,”; 
and 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating  to  the 
counties  in  Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Chick¬ 
asaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kemper,  Lee, 
Lowndes,  Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc, 
Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  and 
Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chautauqua,  Chemung, 
Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego,  Schoharie, 
Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tompkins;”. 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the 
colon  following  “West  Virginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
a  period,  and  by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder  of  such 
section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the  definition  of 
the  Appalachian  region  as  set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be 
proposed  or  considered  by  the  Commission  without  a  prior 
resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  W orks  of  the  Senate 
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or  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  directing  a  study  of  such 
change.” 

TITLE  II— AMENDMENTS  TO  TITLE  V  OE  THE 
PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  OE  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  Section  503  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended 
by  striking  the  semicolon  after  clause  (2),  inserting  a 
comma,  and  the  following:  “including  the  development  of  a 
comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan  approved  by  the 
Secretary;”. 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  shall 
be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commission  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  203.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  redesignating 
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such  section  as  section  510  and  by  inserting  after  section 
508  the  following  new  section  509 : 

‘"supplements  to  fedeeal  geant-in-aid  peogeams 
“Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States  and  other 
entities  within  economic  development  regions  established 
under  this  Act  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for  which  they  are 
eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall,  once  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan 
established  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  section  503  (a)  is  in 
effect,  to  provide  funds  pursuant  to  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  each  of  the  Federal  Oochairmen  of  the  regional 
commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter  established  under  this 
title,  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  to  projects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  applicable  law.  No  program  or  project 
authorized  under  this  section  shall  be  implemented  until 
( 1 )  applications  and  plans  relating  to  the  program  or 
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project  have  been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of 
Federal  laws  which  be  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent 
with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission  involved 
has  approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  imder  section  504  and 
will  contribute  to  the  development  of  the  region,  which  de¬ 
termination  shall  be  controlling.  Funds  may  be  provided 
only  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are 
available  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.  Funds 
so  provided  shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appro¬ 
priation  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be 
increased  in  excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  each 
commission,  and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“  (c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  programs’  as  used 
in  this  section  means  all  existing  or  future  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  assisting  in  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the 
construction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not 
limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  title  I  of  this 
Act  and  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Voca¬ 
tional  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Fed- 
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1  eral  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communica- 

2  tions  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963; 

3  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Eund  Act  of  1965;  and 

4  National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall 

5  not  include  any  program  in  which  loans  or  other  Federal 

6  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  author- 

7  ized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants  under  this  section  shall 

8  he  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for 

9  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  and  shall  not  be 

10  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  allocations  among 

11  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

12  “(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 

13  the  Secretary  for  each  of  the  regional  commissions  for  the 

14  purposes  of  this  section  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  period 

15  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the 

16  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

17  “(e)  Any  amounts  appropriated  under  this  section  shall 

18  remain  available  until  expended,  and  any  amounts  authorized 

19  for  any  fiscal  year  under  this  section  hut  not  appropriated 

20  may  he  appropriated  for  any  succeeding  fiscal  year  com- 

21  mencing  prior  to  July  1,  1970. 

22  “(f)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this  section  shall 

23  he  made  through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  repre- 

24  senting  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall  evalu- 
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1  ate  the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro- 

2  grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member 

3  as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this  section 

4  shall  be  approved  for  assistance.” 

Passed  the  Senate  April  27,  1967. 

Attest:  FRANCIS  R.  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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1.  APPALACHIA.  The  Public  Works/vote ^to °report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

S.  602,  amended,  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachia  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965.  p.  D673 


iRNESS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  repo 
actually  report)  H.  R.  5161,  amended,  to  designate  the  San  Rafael 


(but  did 
ilder- 


ess,  Los  Padres  National  Forest,  Calif.  p.  D673 


-  2  - 


V 

\ 

3  \  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  completed  markup  of  H.  R.  7099,  tl 
foreign  aid  authorization  bill,  and  agreed  to  introduction  of  a  clean  bill, 
p.  D673 

Rep.  Fulton,  Pa.,  inserted  several  amendments  to  the  foreign  aid  bill/which 
were  drafted  at  the  request  of  the  committee  chairman,  pp.  H9823-5 


4.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Kleppe  deplored  the  farm  cost-price  squeeze,  said/the  Ad¬ 
ministration  should  do  more  for  farmers,  and  criticized  a  USDA  prediction  that 
wheat  prices  will  go  down.  pp.  H9831-2 


5.  URBAN-FARM  RELATIONS.  Reps,  Annunzio,  Bingham,  and  Corroan  commanded  a  recent 
tour  of  Ind.  farms  by  urban  residents,  pp.  H9864-5 


6.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  issued  a  statement  that  it  has  approved 
two  watershed  projects  which  emphasize  irrigation,  but  S/Aid  this  was  an  excep¬ 
tion  to  its  regular  p6jLicy  of  favoring  only  the  projects  which  emphasize  flood 
prevention.  p.  H9790 


7.  SOCIAL  SECURITY.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  votedi  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  5710,  to  increase  benefit/ under  the  Social  Security 
Act  (p.  D673) .  Chairman  Mills  inserted  a  surnmafy  of  the  committee  actions 


(pp.  H9810-14). 


/ 


8.  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep.  Patman  said  the  origin  of  high  interest  rates  can  be 
traced  to  the  Eisenhower  administration.  /  pp.  H9817-8 


9.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Hall  spoke  in  favor  of  investigating  the  impact  of  East- 
West  trade  and  "assistance  to  nations  whiph  support  aggression."  p.  H9820 
Rep.  Findley  discussed  foreign  trade  under  the  topic,  "Let  us  punish  Poland 
and  reward  Rumania."  pp.  H9833-43 


10.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Quie  defended  hi,S  bill,  H.  R.  10682,  to  make  various  changes  in 
the  poverty  program,  pp.  H9826-8 


11.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Conte  commended  General  Electric  for  water-pollution 
control  at  its  plants.  /.  H9830 

12.  BUDGET.  Rep.  Laird  recommended  the  "economic  impact  bud^t"  described  in  the 
Michigan  Business  Review  as  a  tool  for  "determination  of  tpie  impact  Government 
has  on  the  economy/'  pp.  H9843-6 

Rep.  Ottinger, criticized  domestic  spending  such  as  railitaf^  construction  in 
view  of  the  Vietnam  military  requirements,  pp.  H9846-7 


<• 


13.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Kornegay  inserted  an  address  by  Secretary  Boy^  on  plans 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation,  pp.  H9855-6 


14.  COMMITTEES EMPLOYEES .  Received  reports  from  various  committees  on  the  n^nes  and 
salaries  of  their  staffs,  pp.  H9868-76 


15.  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Education  and  Labor  Committee 
approved  for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  8981,  amended,  to  amend  the  Voca- 
.iortal  Pohabi  1  *i  tnt'i  on  Act#  p#  D672 
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SENATE 


1.  WILD  RIVERS.  Passed,  84-0,  with  amendment  S.  119,  to  reserve  cert 
lands  fjbr  a  national  wild  rivers  system,  pp.  S11120-30 


lin  public 


PRICE/SUPPORTS .  Sen.  Hansen  urged  a  cut  in  "our  current  farm  programs  \and  to 
ttye  funds--nearly  $2  billion  in  1966--paid  directly  to  wheat  and  feed  grain 
•oducers  in  the  form  of  price  supports  and  diversion  payments."  p.  SllISO 


3. 


ECONOMY;  TAXATION,  Sen.  Young,  Ohio,  recommended  against  with  the  President's 
tax  proposal,  p.  S11092 


4.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Long,  Mo.,  discussed  future  world  food  needs  and  stated,  ,MI 


am  convinced  that  the  key  point  around  which  our  agricultural  aid  must  be/built 
is  a  sound  and  effective  technical  assistance  program.  To  achieve  this  /goal 
I  believe  there  must  be  a  step-up  in  the  number  of  U.  S.  farm  experts  sent  to 
help  combat  starvation  in  less  developed  countries."  pp.  S11100-1 

5.  TAX  SHARING.  Sen.  Baker  inserted  several  statements  setting  forth /specific 

recommendations  concerning  the  relationship  between  the  National/Government  and 
the  cities,"  and  urging  a  tax-sharing  program,  pp.  S11101-3 


\  / 

6.  EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK.  Began  consideration  on  S.  1155,  extending  period  within 
which  the  Export-Import  Bank  is  authorized  to  exercise  its/function,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  bank’s  lending  authority  and  its  authority  to /issue,  against  frac¬ 
tional  reserves,  export  credit  insurance  and  guarantees/  pp,  S11133,  S11163-78 


APPROPRIATIONS.  As  reported  \Aug.  4)  H.  R.  10738,  th^  Department  of  Defense 
appropriation  bill,  1968  provides  for  the  inclusion/ of  certain  synthetic 
fabrics  under  the  "buy-Americar/  provision  regarding  food,  clothing,  cotton, 
wool,  etc.  The  committee  report\also  states,  "Ln  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
price  of  milk  received  by  our  dairy  farmers  is/considerably  less  than  parity 
and  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  /again  accumulating  stocks  of  dairy 
products,  the  committee  recommends  t\at  serious  consideration  be  given  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  make  dairy  p/odupcs  available  to  all  personnel  in  our 
Armed  Forces." 


HOUSI 


8.  APPALACHIA.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  602,  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  and  to  amend 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  (H.  Rept.  548). 
p.  H10172 


-X 


9.  RECLAMATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  resolutions  for  the  consideration  of 
H.  R.  43,  to  authorize  th£  construction,  operation,  And  maintenance  of  the  San 
Felipe  division.  Central/7 Valley  project,  Calif.;  and  h\r.  845,  to  authorize  the 


construction,  operation',  and  maintenance  of  the  Nebraskk  mid-state  division. 


Missouri  River  Basin  project,  p.  H10172 


10.  STANDARD  REFERENCE /^ATA.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H./R.  6279,  to  provide  for  the  collection,  compilation,  critical 
evaluation,  publication,  and  sale  of  standard  reference  data.  \p.  H10172 


11.  APPROPRIATION#.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  1296,  the  NASA  appropria¬ 
tion  authorization  bill  which  includes  research  on  control  of  weatner,  forest 
fires,  pollution,  pests,  etc.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
pp.  H 10054- 60 


12.  RECREATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committe< 

approved  for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  1340,  to  authorize  Interior  to  accept 
lations  of  land  for,  and  to  construct,  administer,  and  maintain  an  extension 


>f  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  in  N.  C.  and  Ga. ;  and  H.  R.  4739,  amended,  to 
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Mr.  Fallon,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  S.  602] 


The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favor¬ 
ably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as 
amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  a  complete  new 
text  which  is  printed  in  the  reported  bill  in  italic  type. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read: 

An  Act  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

General  Statement 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  was  experi¬ 
mental  in  several  respects.  The  creation  of  a  Federal-State  commission 
to  administer  the  program  was  an  innovation  in  federalism.  The 
enactment  of  a  comprehensive  development  program  tailored  to  the 
peculiar  needs  of  the  region  was  a  departure  from  previous  patterns  of 
categorical  Federal  assistance.  This  committee  has  given  careful 
scrutiny  to  the  operation  of  the  Appalachian  program  during  its  2 
years  of  existence. 

In  considering  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
this  committee  was  impressed  with  the  thoughtful  consideration  and 
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analysis  of  the  problems  of  the  Appalachian  region  by  the  President’s 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  during  its  work  in  1963  and  1964. 
As  early  as  1960,  the  Appalachian  Governors  began  to  meet  regularly 
to  consider  the  longstanding  economic  deficiencies  of  the  region  and  to 
pool  their  efforts  toward  the  solution  of  common  problems.  In  1963 
President  John  F.  Kennedy  created  the  President’s  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  (PARC)  to  provide  a  forum  for  discussions 
between  lederal  and  State  agencies,  industry,  labor,  and  other  in¬ 
terested  parties  and  to  undertake  an  appraisal  of  the  region  aimed  at 
developing  a  program  for  the  improvement  of  its  economy. 

After  a  year  of  discussion,  debate,  and  decision  a  report  was  delivered 
to  President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  on  April  9,  1964.  That  report  con¬ 
tained  an  appraisal  of  the  needs  of  the  region  and  specific  recommen¬ 
dations  for  meeting  them.  As  described  in  this  committee’s  report  on 
the  bill  which  became  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  many  Federal  and  State  agencies  were  engaged  in  the  work  of 
this  study  Commission  and  the  views  of  local  officials,  industry,  labor, 
and  private  citizens  were  incorporated  in  its  work  and  in  its  con¬ 
clusions. 

As  a  result  of  this  Commission’s  work,  the  President  submitted  to 
the  88th  Congress  legislation  to  provide  for  a  comprehensive  program 
to  stimulate  economic  growth  in  the  Appalachian  region.  The  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  was  signed  into  law  by 
President  Johnson  on  March  9,  1965. 

Most  of  the  programs  authorized  by  the  act  were  authorized  for  a 
period  of  2  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1967.  The  only  exception  to 
this  was  a  6-year  authorization  for  the  Appalachian  highway  program. 

The  committee  held  4  days  of  public  hearings  on  legislation  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Appalachian  program.  Testimony  was  received 
from  the  Federal  Cochairman  of  the  Commission,  Mr.  Joe  W.  Fleming, 
from  his  predecessor,  Mr.  John  L.  Sweeney,  and  from  the  current 
State  Cochairman,  Gov.  Hulett  C.  Smith,  of  West  Virginia.  In 
addition,  witnesses  from  the  various  Federal  agencies  having  responsi¬ 
bilities  under  the  act  were  called  to  testify  and  a  number  of  other 
witnesses  representing  organized  labor,  industry,  and  the  public  were 
heard. 

The  hearings  were  addressed  to  H.R.  4446,  introduced  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  Mr.  Fallon,  and  companion  bills  as  well 
as  S.  602  which  was  passed  by  the  Senate  on  April  27,  1967.  The  bill 
S.  602  as  reported  by  the  committee  makes  a  number  of  changes  in 
the  legislation  as  passed  by  the  Senate  which  are  designed  to  facilitate 
and  improve  its  administration.  The  general  structure  of  the  bill 
passed  by  the  Senate  and  the  programs  which  it  authorizes  have  not 
been  significantly  changed.  The  bill  reported  by  the  committee  does 
provide  for  the  initiation  of  some  new  activities  which  are  significant 
in  potential.  Among  these  are  the  authorization  of  technical  assistance, 
advances  and  grants  to  encourage  low  and  moderate  income  housing 
under  section  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  the  extension  of  section 
701  planning  grants  to  local  development  districts,  and  a  study  of 
mine  acid  pollution  in  the  region. 

Upon  signing  the  Appalachian  bill  in  1965,  President  Johnson  said: 

The  objectives  of  this  Appalachian  bill  are  important. 

But  the  origins  of  the  measure  are  equally  important. 

Originated  by  the  Governors  of  the  Appalachian  States, 
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formed  in  close  cooperation  with  the  Federal  executive, 
approved  and  enacted  by  the  Congress  of  all  the  people, 
this  is  the  truest  example  of  creative  federalism  in  our  times. 

In  a  letter  to  the  Congress  dated  January  20,  1967,  urging  an 
extension  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  the 
President  said: 

The  act  was  conceived  in  a  true  spirit  of  partnership. 

It  was  originated  by  the  Governors  of  the  Appalachian  States. 

It  was  formed  in  close  cooperation  with  the  executive 
branch.  And  it  was  approved  by  the  Congress  of  all  the 
people. 

That  partnership  has  flourished.  Working  together  through 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  the  12  Governors 
and  the  Federal  cochairman  are  bringing  new  hope — human 
and  economic — to  the  18  million  people  who  live  in 
Appalachia. 

In  1965,  it  was  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  joint  Fe<Jeral- 
|  State  efforts  which  underlaid  the  development  of  the  bill  were  essential 
to  the  effective  implementation  of  the  programs  which  it  authorized. 
Thus,  responsibility  for  the  development  of  plans  and  programs 
authorized  by  the  act  was  vested  in  an  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission,  composed  of  the  Governors  of  the  participating  States  or 
their  representatives  and  a  representative  of  the  Federal  Government, 
a  Federal  cochairman.  Provision  was  made  for  the  election  of  a  State 
cochairman  from  among  the  State  members  of  the  Commission.  The 
act  entrusted  to  this  Commission  the  task  of  developing  plans  and 
programs  within  the  framework  of  the  legislation  for  effective  use  of 
these  funds  for  the  economic  improvement  of  the  region.  The  prime 
charge  to  the  Commission  in  the  preamble  to  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965  is  that  “the  public  investments  made  in  the 
region  under  this  act  shall  be  concentrated  in  areas  where  there  is  a 
significant  potential  for  future  growth  and  where  the  expected  return 
on  public  dollars  wall  be  the  greatest.” 

A  remarkable  degree  of  cooperation  has  marked  the  work  of  the 
Commission.  It  was  the  Appalachian  Governors  who  urged  an  inter¬ 
state  approach  to  the  problems  of  the  region  and  their  actions  as 
members  of  the  Commission  have  been  fully  in  accord  with  the  concept 
of  regionalism  which  was  advocated  to  this  committee  in  1964  and 
1965.  Also,  the  degree  of  cooperation  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  State  Governors,  which  has  marked  the  work  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  clearly  rebuts  the  repeated  assertion  that  the  federal  system 
is  not  adequate  to  the  tasks  of  government  in  the  1960’s.  The  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Commission  has  designated  a  development  highway 
system  and  allocated  the  funds  authorized  for  its  construction  among 
the  States,  developed  the  means  for  allocating  other  funds — for  such 
activities  as  land  stabilization,  vocational  education  facilities,  and 
supplemental  grants  taking  into  account  the  relative  needs  of  the 
States — and  established  criteria  for  planning  and  project  approval. 
Every  major  decision  made  by  the  Commission  has  been  by  unanimous 
vote. 

The  Appalachian  Act  thrust  upon  the  participating  States  the  basic 
responsibility  for  developing  and  submitting  projects.  Section  303  of 
the  act  provides  that  applications  to  the  Commission  for  assistance 
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may  only  be  made  through  a  State  member.  The  Commission  has 
refined  this  requirement  by  establishing  the  practice  of  requiring  from 
each  State  an  investment  plan  in  which  the  State  must  appraise  the 
prospects  for  growth  within  its  Appalachian  area  and  relate  to  such 
opportunities  the  Appalachian  Act  funds  requested  during  that  year. 
The  requirement  of  State  Development  Plans  coupled  with  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds  State-by-State  for  most  programs  enables  the  State 
governments- — the  Governors — to  assess  the  relative  needs  and  oppor¬ 
tunities  within  their  States  and  to  establish  priorities  for  the  invest¬ 
ment  of  Appalachian  Act  funds  where,  in  the  words  of  the  act,  “there 
is  a  significant  potential  for  future  growth.” 

Further,  this  procedure  permits  not  only  gubernatorial  discretion 
as  to  where  funds  should  be  invested  but  also,  through  the  supple¬ 
mental  grant  program,  permits  the  Governors  to  plan  types  of  facilities 
which  should  be  given  priority.  This  not  only  permits  decisions  on 
public  investments  to  be  made  by  officials  close  to — and  immediately 
responsible  to — the  people  these  investments  will  serve;  but  it  also 
permits  better  coordination  of  governmental  expenditures  by  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments. 

Our  country  has  experienced  substantial  economic  growth  since 
the  passage  of  the  Appalachian  Act  in  1965.  Increasing  national  de¬ 
mand  for  goods  and  services  has  absorbed  to  an  increasingly  greater 
extent  the  manpower  and  resources  of  the  Appalachian  region  and  it 
has  been  suggested  that  the  need  for  a  regional  development  program 
has  abated.  This  is  a  view  in  which  the  committee  cannot  concur. 
While  economic  growth  has  not  totally  bypassed  the  Appalachian 
region,  decades  of  neglect  and  deterioration  are  not  be  to  corrected 
overnight.  Until  they  are  overcome,  the  region  cannot  make  its  full 
potential  contribution  to  national  output  and  wealth.  The  region 
presently  imposes  a  disproportionate  drain  on  the  national  economy 
through  the  need  for  welfare  payments,  and  its  history  bars  it  from 
adding  to  national  output  the  full  potential  of  its  human  and  other 
resources.  Unemployment  in  the  Appalachian  region  has  fallen 
substantially  since  the  President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
was  organized  in  1963,  however  its  relation  to  unemployment  in  the 
Nation  still  presents  a  dismal  picture.  While  unemployment  has 
dropped  in  the  region,  both  through  a  growth  in  employment  and 
continued  out-migration  due  to  manpower  demands  elsewhere  in  the 
country,  the  income  available  to  the  people  of  the  region  relative  to 
the  Nation  has  not  increased.  Furthermore,  the  long-term  under¬ 
taking  authorized  in  1965  can  neither  be  accomplished  nor  the  results 
felt  in  2  years.  The  question  of  accomplishment  was  several  times 
addressed  to  the  Federal  Cochairman,  Mr.  Fleming,  during  his  testi¬ 
mony.  He  pointed  out  that  only  now — in  the  summer  of  1967 — will 
the  first  major  surge  of  construction  activity  prompted  by  the  program 
take  place.  This  is  particularly  true  in  the  highway  program  where 
there  is  substantial  lag  between  the  initiation  of  engineering  and 
right-of-way  acquisition  and  construction. 

A  remedial  effort  of  the  scope  required  to  build  a  sound  economic 
base  in  this  region  requires  an  effort  of  the  States  and  then1  local 
governments  in  a  magnitude,  relative  to  their  resources,  substantially 
greater  than  for  the  more  affluent  sections  of  our  country.  Section  221 
of  the  Appalachian  Act  requires  that  the  States  maintain  their  financial 
efforts  in  their  Appalachian  areas  to  insure  that  the  special  Federal 
assistance  provided  does  not  replace  State  funds  which  would  other- 
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wise  be  used.  The  reports  required  by  the  Commission  in  satisfaction 
of  the  act  indicate  clearly  that  the  Appalachian  States  are  making  a 
major  effort  in  their  own  behalf.  Expenditures  of  the  States  in  the 
Appalachian  region  have  increased  18  percent  over  the  average 
expenditures  for  the  base  period  1963-64.  A  chart  indicating  the 
average  increases  by  State  follows: 


STATE  EXPENDITURES  IN  APPALACHIA  IN  FISCAL  YEARS  1963-64  BASE  PERIOD,  1966,  AND  1967 


State 

Average 
expenditures, 
fiscal  years 
1963-64 

Actual 

expenditures, 
fiscal  year 
1966 

Percent 
increase, 
base  period, 
fiscal  year 
1966 

Estimated 
expenditures, 
fiscal  year 
1967 

Percent 
increase, 
fiscal  years 
1966-67 

Alabama _ 

$154,255,730 

$199, 063, 868 

28.5 

$222,021,504 

11.5 

Georgia _ 

64, 999, 670 

71,936,  545 

10.7 

79, 431,674 

10.4 

Kentucky _ 

86,153,415 

95,175, 497 

10.5 

107,286,393 

12.7 

Maryland _ 

27,921,864 

37,720, 069 

35.7 

50,  841,824 

34.8 

New  York _ 

216, 670, 000 

255,174, 000 

18.1 

317,821,000 

24.6 

North  Carolina _  _ 

98, 941,426 

119,246,418 

20.2 

138,534,454 

16.2 

Ohio _ 

164,  278, 203 

170,090,293 

3.7 

221,  540,  596 

30.2 

Pennsylvania. _ _ 

699, 519, 267 

832,598,211 

19.0 

970, 055, 469 

16.5 

South  Carolina _ _ 

49, 650, 337 

59,815,217 

23.0 

65, 887, 906 

10.2 

Tennessee. . . 

125, 032, 000 

155,616,000 

24.8 

159,791,000 

2.7 

Virginia _ _ _ 

44, 333,  561 

61,557,799 

40.9 

66,  506, 000 

8.0 

West  Virginia _ 

157,801,885 

180, 494, 581 

13.2 

199,130,486 

10.3 

It  is  worthy  of  note  also  that,  as  of  July  1,  1967,  the  participating 
States  have  assumed  responsibility  for  one-half  of  the  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 

Title  I — The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 

The  bill  reported  by  the  committee  provides  only  minor  changes  in 
the  structure  of  the  Commission.  It  provides  for  payment  of  the 
expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman  and  his  staff  entirely  by  the 
Federal  Government.  It  is  felt  that  the  Federal  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  should  be  solely  responsible  to  the  Federal  Government  and 
that  the  expenses  of  his  office  should  be  borne  entirely  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Authorized  for  this  purpose  is  $400,000  for  a  2-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969.  The  Federal  contribution  authorized  is 
$1,300,000,  which  will  be  matched  dollar-for-dollar  by  the  States, 
to  the  support  of  the  Commission’s  staff  for  this  2-year  period. 

The  committee  bill  provides  for  a  redefinition  of  the  responsibilities 
of  the  Commission.  To  safeguard  the  interest  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  act  presently  provides  that  all  Commission  actions  on 
projects  and  programs  are  in  the  form  of  recommendations  to  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Federal  Government.  Supplemental  grant  projects,  for 
example,  have  to  be  recommended  by  the  Commission  before  final 
approval,  but  final  approval  has  been  within  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Similarly,  the  land  stabilization  program  is  subject  to  the  final 
authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  mine  area  restoration  projects 
and  sewage  treatment  projects  are  subject  to  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior;  and  the  vocational  education  projects  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  It  was  probably  wise  to  adopt  this  sytem  for  a  2-year  trial 
period.  The  considerations  which  prompted  it  are  past. 

The  Commission’s  record  of  accomplishment  during  the  2  years  of 
its  existence  has  established  clearly  that  it  is  capable  of  making  sound 
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decisions.  Therefore,  section  118  of  S.  602  amends  section  223  of  the 
Appalachian  Act  of  1965  and  provides  that,  with  respect  to  applying: 
Appalachian  Act  program  criteria,  the  Commission’s  judgments  shall 
be  final  and  not  subject  to  further  review  by  the  Federal  agencies 
carrying  out  such  program. 

It  is  not  intended  that  the  Commission  begin  to  employ  engineers, 
surveyors,  and  other  technical  personnel.  The  technical  evaluation  of 
projects  will  continue  to  be  performed  by  the  operating  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government.  As  indicated  in  section  223,  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Act  of  1965,  the  Commission’s  judgments  will  be  limited  to  the 
program  criteria  in  section  224,  which  entails  evaluation  of  such  mat¬ 
ters  as  growth  potential,  financial  need,  and  the  importance  of  a 
given  project  or  program  and  its  contribution  to  the  improvement  of 
the  area  in  which  it  is  located  and  the  region  as  a  whole. 

The  bill  also  provides  the  means  for  change  in  the  way  the  program 
is  funded.  Under  the  1965  act,  funds  have  been  included  in  the  budgets 
of  the  several  departments  of  the  Government  charged  with  responsi¬ 
bility  for  administering  the  various  programs  authorized.  Thus,  funds 
for  the  highway  and  supplemental  grant  programs  are  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  budget,  the  land  stabilization  program  in  the 
Agriculture  budget,  the  mine  area  restoration  program  in  the  Interior 
Department  budget,  and  so  forth.  Only  the  Commission’s  administra¬ 
tive  funds  have  been  appropriated  directly  to  the  Commission.  As  a 
result,  the  Congress  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  view  the  total 
picture  and  to  pass  judgment  on  it  as  a  package. 

H.R.  4446,  as  introduced,  provides  for  the  appropriation  of  all 
Appalachian  Act  funds  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 
This  change  was  recommended  by  the  Commission  as  a  means  of 
consolidating  the  programs  budget  in  the  appropriations  process. 
S.  602,  as  referred  to  the  committee,  provided  for  the  appropriation  of 
all  Appalachian  program  funds  to  the  President  rather  than  the  Com¬ 
mission. 

The  question  of  appropriating  funds  directly  to  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  was  carefully  considered  by  the  committee.  The 
committee  is  keenly  appreciative  of  the  need  for  consolidation  in  fund¬ 
ing  the  Appalachian  program.  However,  this  question  must  be  judged 
in  relation  to  the  future  of  all  regional  development  programs  in  as 
much  as  the  administrative  and  fiscal  structure  of  the  Appalachian 
Commission  sets  a  precedent  for  regional  development  commissions 
authorized  under  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965.  In  a  letter  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  dated  January  20,  1967,  the  President  addressed  himself  to 
the  need  for  coordination  of  regional  development  programs.  At  that 
time  he  said : 

In  my  State  of  the  Union  message,  I  expressed  my  inten¬ 
tion  to  submit  to  the  Congress  a  proposal  to  merge  the  present 
Departments  of  Commerce  and  Labor  into  a  single  Cabinet- 
level  Department.  When  that  proposal  is  forwarded  to  the 
Congress,  it  will  contain  a  recommendation  that  Federal 
activities  relating  to  regional  economic  development  and  de¬ 
pressed  areas  be  coordinated  through  the  new  Department. 

This  Department  would  then  have  the  basic  responsibility 
for  the  Federal  Government’s  efforts  in  all  of  the  regional 
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commissions  that  have  been  or  soon  will  be  established,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 

While  the  means  of  funding  the  Appalachian  program  is  directly- 
related,  as  a  precedent,  to  the  status  of  other  regional  commissions  it 
must  be  recognized  that  the  Appalachian  program  has  matured 
through  2  years  of  experience  under  the  legislation  enacted  in  1965 
and  the  previous  work  of  the  President’s  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission.  The  commissions  organized  under  title  V  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  are  in  varying  stages  of 
development.  The  committee  believes  that  at  the  present  time  there 
is  justification  for  adopting  the  change  in  funding  for  the  Appalachian 
program  contained  in  S.  602  thus  to  achieve  the  desired  goal  of 
consolidating  the  program  through  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  a 
single  recipient. 

From  discussions  with  the  executive  branch,  the  committee  expects 
that  funds  appropriated  to  the  President  to  carry  out  the  act  will 
be  transferred  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  of  the  Commission  for 
allocation  among  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies  which  carry 
out  the  programs  authorized  by  the  act  and  for  grants  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion  for  administrative  expenses  of  local  development  districts  and 
for  research. 

The  committee  expects  to  consider  legislation  early  in  the  second 
session  of  the  90th  Congress  to  authorize  development  programs  for 
other  regions  when  work  has  progressed  to  the  point  which  justifies 
expenditures  in  addition  to  the  supplemental  grants  authorized  by  this 
bill  and  at  that  time  expects  to  consider  the  proposal  to  place  these 
regional  commissions  on  the  same  footing  as  the  Appalachian  Com¬ 
mission.  Prior  to  that  time  the  administration  should  submit  to  the 
Congress  its  recommendations  for  funding  all  regional  development 
programs  through  the  Office  of  the  President,  in  a  new  department  as 
previously  proposed,  or  by  other  means. 

COMMISSION  EMPLOYEE  PROTECTIONS 

The  committee  bill  adopts  an  amendment  which  adds  a  new 
section  109  to  the  act  of  1965.  This  provision  permits  a  Federal 
agency  to  treat  service  with  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commissiou  or 
with  any  regional  commission  established  pursuant  to  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  as  federal  service  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  who  was  a  Federal  employee  immediately 
prior  to  such  commission  service  and  who  returns  to  Federal  employ¬ 
ment  within  6  months  after  such  commission  service. 

The  amendment  will  assist  the  Commission  in  continuing  to 
attract  and  retain  qualified  personnel  during  its  remaining  life. 

The  committee  emphasizes  that  this  provision  applies  to  individuals 
who  were  federal  employees  immediately  prior  to  their  employment 
with  a  commission,  and  does  not  establish  any  precedent  conflicting 
with  the  past  positions  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  this  matter. 

The  Appalachian  Highway  Program 

BACKGROUND 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  authorized 
$840  million  for  assistance  in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  2,350 
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miles  of  development  highways  and  not  to  exceed  1,000  miles  of  local 
access  roads;  $35  million  of  the  authorized  funds  were  reserved  by  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  for  access  roads;  $805  was  ear¬ 
marked  for  the  development  highway  system,  of  which  $200  million 
was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1966  and  $100  million  for  fiscal  year 
1967.  As  of  May  30,  1967,  $149.1  million  of  hederal  dollars  were 
obligated  on  the  development  highway  system  and  $8.1  million  of 
Federal  funds  were  obligated  for  access  roads.  These  obligations  rep¬ 
resent  200  miles  of  construction  on  the  development  system  and  80 
miles  of  construction  on  access  roads.  Engineering  and  right-of-way 
acquisition  is  underway  on  additional  mileage. 

In  every  analysis  of  the  problems  of  the  Appalachian  region,  isola¬ 
tion  has  been  identified  as  one  of  the  major  deterrents  to  economic 
growth  and  development.  The  President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  gave  top  priority  to  the  problem  of  access  and,  in  its  report, 
stated  “Penetration  (of  the  region)  by  an  adequate  transportation 
network  is  the  first  requisite  of  its  full  participation  in  industrial 
America.” 

The  great  natural  resources  of  Appalachia  point  to  its  future,  as 
does  its  location  with  two-thirds  of  the  population  of  the  United 
States  surrounding  it.  But,  until  these  resources  can  be  moved  swiftly 
and  economically  to  their  processing  sites  and  then  to  their  markets, 
their  potential  will  remain  a  dream.  The  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  will  provide  the  means  to  insure  that  this  potential 
is  achieved. 

Implementation  of  the  Highway  Program  by  the  Commission 

CORRIDOR  DESIGNATION 

By  its  first  major  action  on  May  12,  1965,  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  recommended  approval  of  992  miles  of  highway  corridors 
and  87  miles  of  “quick  start”  construction  projects  within  the  ap¬ 
proved  corridors.  The  “quick  start”  projects  generally  were  those  on 
which  design  was  substantially  complete  and  could  proceed  promptly 
to  right-of-way  acquisition  and  construction.  On  July  14,  1965,  the 
Commission  recommended  corridors  encompassing  an  additional 
1,232  miles. 

These  actions  were  based  upon  information  developed  by  the 
State  highway  departments,  the  State  planning  and  development 
agencies,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  also  requested  the  State  highway  departments, 
in  cooperation  with  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  to  develop  adequacy 
ratings  and  cost  estimates  on  the  corridors  designated  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  to  recommend  priorities  for  construction. 

THE  COST  ESTIMATE  STUDY 

The  cost  estimates  thus  developed  indicated  that  funds  greatly  in 
excess  of  the  $805  million  available  for  the  program  could  be  used  on 
these  corridors.  The  realization  that  the  design  standards  employed 
by  the  States  in  preparing  the  estimates  in  many  cases  exceeded  that 
which  could  be  met  with  the  funds  authorized  by  the  Congress  if 
Federal  participation  were  to  be  at  70  percent  of  cost  compelled  the 
Commission  to  consider  the  various  alternatives  for  providing  an 
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adequate  highway  network  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress 
in  enacting  the  Appalachian  program. 

In  August  1966,  the  Commission  allocated  all  of  the  $805  million 
authorization  among  the  States  and  established  criteria  for  their 
expenditure.  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  preliminary  engineer¬ 
ing,  right-of-way  acquisition,  and  the  construction  of  two-lane  facilities 
was  set  at  70  percent  of  cost,  and  for  the  construction  of  four-lane 
facilities  at  50  percent  of  cost. 

In  his  testimony.  Joe  W.  Fleming,  Federal  Cochairman  of  the 
Commission,  stated: 

Despite  well-documented  needs  and  strong  pleas  from 
many  quarters,  the  Conimission  decided  unanimously  that  a 
system^adequate  to  support  a  major  development  effort  for 
the  region  could  be  achieved  by  the  proper  and  judicious 
application  of  the  funds  authorized.  A  key  element  of  the 
policies  was  the  decision  not  to  request  additional  develop¬ 
ment  highway  funds,  with  the  exception  of  the  amendment 
proposed  to  cover  the  corridor  in  New  York  State  and  the 
connecting  link  in  Pennsylvania. 

In  October  1966,  the  Commission  approved  additional  projects  for 
construction  and  allocated  the  appropriated  funds  among  the  States. 

The  committee  commends  the  Commission  for  its  judgment  to 
attempt  to  obtain  an  adequate  development  highway  system  in  the 
region  through  the  selective  application  of  the  funds  authorized 
rather  than  requesting  a  twofold  increase  in  the  program. 

NEW  YORK  STATE 

In  accordance  with  a  directive  in  the  act,  the  Commission  studied 
the  inclusion  of  counties  in  New  York  State  in  the  program  and,  in 
August  1965,  the  Commission  invited  New  York  State  to  participate 
in  the  program  to  the  extent  of  13  counties.  This  invitation  was 
accepted.  A  study  of  the  highway  needs  of  this  area  of  New  York 
was  undertaken.  On  the  basis  of  this  study,  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission,  on  March  9,  1966,  voted  unanimously  to  designate  two 
new  corridors  running  west  from  Binghamton,  N.Y.,  along  New  York 
State  Route  17  to  Erie,  Pa.,  and  the  second  providing  a  connection 
with  the  balance  of  the  system,  going  south  from  Elmira,  N.Y.,  to 
Williamsport,  Pa.  To  facilitate  planning  and  initiation  of  limited 
construction  in  New  York  it  was  necessary  for  the  other  member 
States  to  give  up  funds  previously  allocated  to  them;  $25  million  was 
allocated  to  New  York  State  for  engineering  and  construction  on  a 
70-mile  portion  of  the  recommended  corridors  and  route  planning 
studies  on  the  remainder.  Actual  construction  on  the  remainder  was 
deferred  pending  congressional  authorization  of  an  increase  in  the 
authorization  of  funds  and  construction  mileage. 

In  this  connection,  witnesses  from  both  Pennsylvania  and  New  York 
appeared  before  the  ad  hoc  subcommittee  in  behalf  of  the  Appalachian 
Thruway  Association,  a  voluntary,  nonprofit  association  of  civic 
groups  and  individuals  supporting  the  proposed  Appalachian  highway 
development  corridor  from  Cumberland,  Md.,  through  Williamsport, 
Pa.,  and  now  on  to  Elmira,  N.  Y.  They  suggested  that  consideration  be 
given  to  the  eventual  further  extension  of  that  corridor  from  Elmira, 
N.Y.,  in  a  northeasterly  direction  through  Ithaca,  N.Y.,  and  on  to 
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RECOMMENDED  CHANGES 

S.  602,  as  reported,  makes  several  major  changes  in  section  201  of 
the  Appalachian  Act  of  1965  as  follows: 

1.  Authorizes  $715  million  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President 
for  the  Appalachian  highway  program  for  the  4-fiscal  year 


Cortland,  N.  Y.,  where  it  would  meet  Interstate  Highway  81,  the  major 
north-south  artery  connecting  the  United  States  with  Canada.  In  the 
view  of  the  subcommittee,  this  approximately  60-mile  extension  of  this 
corridor  has  sufficient  merit  to  deserve  the  early  attention  of  the 
Commission  and  the  other  interested  agencies. 

Access  Road  Program 

As  of  June  15,  1967,  $20.8  million  in  Federal  funds  had  been  approved 
to  construct  65  local  access  roads;  $8.1  million  had  been  obligated  by 
May  31,  1967,  with  107  miles  of  roads  under  actual  construction  or 
completed. 

The  committee  recognizes  the  difficult  and  complicated  task  that 
the  Commission  faced  in  designating  the  numerous  miles  of  highway 
corridors,  shown  on  the  following  map,  that  crossed  the  several  States 
of  the  region.  The  committee  understands  the  problems  of  allocating 
$805  million  among  the  member  States.  The  committee  commends 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  in  achieving  these  objectives 
with  speed  and  with  total  harmony. 
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period  ending  June  30,  1971.  This  increases  the  total  authorization 
for  the  Appalachian  highway  program  from  $840  million  to 
$1,015  million,  in  order  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  an  east- 
west  corridor  in  New  York  State  and  a  connecting  corridor  in 
Pennsylvania,  and  to  provide  an  additional  $35  million  for  the 
access  road  program. 

2.  Increases  the  construction  mileage  limitation  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  highway  program  from  2,350  miles  to  2,700  miles,  and 
increases  the  access  road  mileage  limitation  from  1,000  to  1,200 
miles. 

3.  Permits  the  participating  States,  with  Commission  ap¬ 
proval,  to  construct  development  highway  projects  with  their 
own  funds,  under  Federal-aid  procedures,  with  the  opportunity 
for  reimbursement  as  additional  funds  are  appropriated  by  the 
Congress.  The  advancement  of  such  projects  to  construction 
would  not  obligate  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  funds  for 
such  projects. 

4.  Provides  that  the  Commission  will  transmit  to  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  designated  highway  programs  and  projects  to 
be  implemented  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation.  Under  the 
original  section  201,  as  amended  by  the  Department  of  Trans¬ 
portation  Act,  the  Commission  would  recommend  projects  to  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  would 
then  recommend  those  projects  which  he  finds  acceptable  to  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  for  implementation. 

When  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  was 
enacted,  many  of  the  programs  were  based  upon  suggestions  made 
in  the  report  of  the  President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 
This  was  particularly  true  of  the  development  highway  system.  The 
$805  million  authorized  for  this  program  was  based  generally  upon 
specific  corridors  and  estimates  outlined  in  the  PARC  Report. 

New  York  States  was  not  included  among  those  studied  in  the 
PARC  Report.  However,  in  view  of  New  York’s  subsequent  inclusion 
in  the  region,  the  request  for  additional  authority,  to  provide  for  a 
development  highway  corridor  in  New  York  State  and  a  connecting 
link  in  Pennsylvania,  is  compatible  with  the  adoption  of  the  New 
York  amendment  to  the  Appalachian  bill  in  1965.  The  committee 
bill,  therefore,  increases  the  authorized  mileage  and  authorizes  an 
additional  $140  million  to  provide  for  assistance  in  improving  these 
corridors. 

The  increased  authorization  and  mileage  for  the  local  access  road 
program  will  serve  to  continue  a  program  which  appears  to  have  an 
economic  impact  well  beyond  its  cost. 

Tne  amendment  of  section  201  to  permit  the  Appalachian  States 
to  construct  development  highway  projects  which  meet  Commission 
criteria  with  their  own  funds,  under  Federal-aid  procedures,  in  advance 
of  appropriations  therefor  meets  the  objective  of  H.R.  6605,  introduced 
by  Representative  Harsha,  and  will  serve  to  expedite  the  program 
should  the  ability  of  the  State  highway  departments  to  commit  funds 
exceed  appropriations.  The  entire  program  is  designed  to  accelerate 
construction  on  selected  corridors.  This  amendment  serves  that  end. 
The  States  could  be  reimbursed  the  Federal  share  of  such  costs  only 
if  and  as  additional  appropriations  are  made. 

S.  602,  as  referred  to  the  committee,  also  would  amend  subsections 
201  (d)  and  (e)  of  the  Appalachian  Act  of  1965.  Currently,  subsection 
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201(d)  permits  the  States  to  give  special  preference  in  the  construction 
of  Appalachian  road  projects  to  indigenous  mineral  resource  materials. 
This  would  be  modified  in  the  reported  bill  to  permit  preference  to  be 
shown  to  materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the  region.  This  amend¬ 
ment  is,  in  way  of  clarification,  that  such  products  as  coal  tar  and  fly 
ash  which  are  clearly  indigenous  to  the  region  should  be  encompassed 
by  this  provision. 

Subsection  201(e)  presently  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  (Transportation)  may  require  each  State  to  use  coal  derivatives 
in  the  construction  of  up  to  10  percent  of  the  roads  authorized  under 
section  201.  S.  602,  as  referred  to  the  committee,  alters  this  provision 
to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  do  so. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee  restores  language  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  act. 

The  committee  has  deleted  the  language  in  S.  602  concerning 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  under  sections  201  and  401  of 
the  act.  Any  transfers  of  such  balances  which  may  be  desirable  because 
of  changed  functions  effected  by  S.  602  can  be  accomplished  under 
other  Federal  laws. 

Demonstration  Health  Projects 

Section  202  of  the  1965  act  authorized  $41  million  for  grants  for 
the  construction  and  equipment  of  multicounty  demonstration  health 
facilities  and  $28  million  for  the  operation  of  such  facilities.  Con¬ 
struction  and  initial  equipment  grants  are  limited  to  no  more  than 
80  percent  of  project  costs.  Grants  for  100  percent  of  operation  costs 
may  be  made  during  the  first  2  years  a  project  is  in  operation  and  for 
up  to  50  percent  of  such  costs  for  the  following  3  years,  $23.5  million 
has  been  appropriated  for  these  purposes.  S.  602  authorizes  an  addi¬ 
tional  $50  million  for  this  program. 

This  program  was  authorized  to  demonstrate  new  and  improved 
techniques  for  the  delivery  of  adequate  health  services  to  selected 
areas  of  Appalachia.  The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  estab¬ 
lished,  in  August  1965,  a  Health  Advisory  Committee  composed  of 
experts  in  the  health  field  to  prepare  an  evaluation  of  the  health 
needs  and  facilities  in  Appalachia  and  to  recommend  criteria  for 
demonstration  projects. 

The  Health  Advisory  Committee  developed  criteria  and  guidelines 
for  projects  aimed  at  providing  comprehensive  health  services  for  a 
project  area,  emphasizing  three  major  concepts — regional  service, 
comprehensive  care,  and  demonstration  of  new  health  service  tech¬ 
niques — and  emphasizing  health  education,  personal  preventive  serv¬ 
ices,  diagnostic  and  therapeutic  services,  rehabilitative  services, 
communitywide  enviornmental  health  services,  and  provision  for 
continuing  care  of  persons  to  encourage  the  development  of  a  contin¬ 
uing  relationship  between  a  patient,  his  physician  and  other  health 
service  personnel.  These  standards  were  adopted  by  the  Commission. 

The  amendments  to  section  202  of  the  Appalachian  Act  of  1965 
which  are  included  in  S.  602  as  reported  provide  that  202  funds  may 
be  used  for  training  of  personnel,  for  initial  operating  funds  for  the 
centers,  for  operating  deficits,  including  the  cost  of  attracting,  training 
and  retaining  medical  personnel,  and  for  construction  and  equipment. 
New  provisions  authorize  the  use  of  funds  for  the  acquisition  of 
privately  owned  facilities  not  operated  for  profit,  in  order  to  provide 
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an  integrated  system  of  health  services;  for  the  support  of  the  Health 
Advisory  Committee;  and  for  grants  up  to  75  percent  for  the  planning 
and  evaluation  of  projects.  The  restriction  that  operating  grants  be 
limited  to  projects  constructed  with  the  assistance  of  202  funds  would 
be  eliminated  to  permit  the  use  of  an  existing  hospital  or  other  health 
facility,  including  a  facility  constructed  under  title  I  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act,  as  a  unit  in  a  multicounty 
demonstration  project.  Operating  grants  can  be  made  only  for  facili¬ 
ties  not  operated  for  profit.  Also,  the  separate  authorizations  for 
construction  and  operations  would  be  replaced  by  a  single  authoriza¬ 
tion  which  could  be  used  as  needed  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the 
section. 

Construction  or  equipment  could  be  funded  either  entirely  from 
section  202  grants  for  up  to  80  percent  of  their  cost,  or  from  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  202  grants  and  grants  from  other  programs  such  as  the  Hill- 
Burton,  the  mental  retardation  facilities,  and  the  community  mental 
health  programs,  and  would  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  such  acts. 

Projects  in  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  West  Virginia,  Ohio, 
Georgia  and  Kentucky  are  in  advanced  stages  of  development. 

These  projects  are  being  formulated  and  will  be  administered  by 
bodies  which  represent  a  cross  section  of  the  population  to  be  served, 
including  hospital  administrators,  public  health  officers,  private 
physicians,  public  officials,  and  others.  These  projects  are  designed  to 
insure  the  coordination  of  all  health  facilities  and  services  in  the  area 
and  to  provide  private  physicians  with  a  significant  voice  in  the 
projects. 

The  reported  bill  amends  subsection  (c)  of  section  202  of  the 
Appalachian  Act  of  1965  to  emphasize  the  committee’s  intention  that 
demonstration  health  projects  be  conducted  under  efficient  manage¬ 
ment  practices  that  will  avoid  operating  deficits. 

Land  Stabilization  Program 

Section  203  of  the  1965  act  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  enter  into  contracts  from  3  to  10  years  in  length  with  landholders 
for  conservation  practices;  $7  million  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1966  and  $3  million  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1967.  All  of  the  $7 
million  has  been  obligated  and  $3  million  for  fiscal  year  1967  is  expected 
to  be  obligated  by  June  30,  1967.  S.  602  contains  a  new  authorization 
of  $19  million  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  fiscal  year  1969. 

Timber  Development  Organizations 

Section  204  of  the  Appalachian  Act  of  1965  authorized  $5  million 
for  technical  assistance  and  loans  for  the  creation  of  timber  develop¬ 
ment  organizations  to  improve  the  management,  harvesting,  and 
marketing  of  forest  products.  One  million  dollars  was  appropriated  in 
fiscal  year  1966.  There  was  no  appropriation  for  this  purpose  in  fiscal 
year  1967.  Of  the  $1  million  appropriated,  $100,000  has  been  obligated. 

In  collaboration  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  the  Commission 
contracted  for  a  study  of  the  feasibility  of  establishing  timber  develop¬ 
ment  organizations.  This  study  suggested  that  timber  development 
organizations  as  envisioned  when  the  act  was  passed  may  not  be  a 
feasible  solution  to  the  problem  of  improving  timber  management  in 
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the  region.  The  Forest  Service  is  now  undertaking  several  pilot 
projects  to  test  this  conclusion.  The  first  of  these  is  underway  in 
Tennessee  and  negotiations  are  in  progress  for  additional  projects 
in  Ken  tuck}7  and  New  York.  The  committee  supports  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $1  million  for  these  purposes  for  fiscal  years  1968  and  1969. 

Mine  Area  Restoration 

Section  205  of  the  1965  act  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  provide  assistance  to  the  States  for  sealing  and  filling  abandoned 
coal  mines,  reclaiming  and  rehabilitating  areas  damaged  by  surface 
mining,  planning  and  executing  projects  for  extinguishing  underground 
and  outcrop  mine  fires,  and  to  expand  and  accelerate  fish  and  wildlife 
restoration  projects  in  the  region.  The  Secretary  was  also  directed  to 
conduct  a  comprehensive  study  of  strip  and  surface  mining  in  the 
United  States,  and  to  submit  recommendations  to  the  President  for  a 
program  of  reclamation  for  such  lands.  This  report  was  submitted  by 
the  President  to  the  Congress  July  1,  1967. 

$36  million  were  authorized  for  these  purposes,  of  which  $24.85 
million  has  been  appropriated.  S.  602,  as  reported,  would  authorize 
$30  million  for  mine  area  restoration  activities  for  the  next  2  fiscal 
years.  The  programs  to  prevent  subsidence  and  to  extinguish  and 
control  mine  fires  were  included  in  the  act  and  are  continued  at  the 
request  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  which  is  seriously 
afflicted  by  these  problems,  both  in  the  anthracite  region  in  eastern 
Pennsylvania  and  in  the  bituminous  area  around  Pittsburgh.  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  also  supported  the  amendment  in  S.  602  that  authorizes  the 
reclamation  of  areas  covered  with  waste  from  underground  as  well  as 
surface  mining  activities.  Surface  mining  is  carried  on  in  most  States 
of  the  region,  and  surface  mine  reclamation  projects  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  in  Ohio  and  Tennessee.  With  the  exception  of  these  projects, 
however,  all  of  the  funds  approved  by  the  Commission  under  this 
section  have  been  approved  for  projects  in  Pennsylvania. 

All  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  sealing  and  filling  mine  voids  and 
for  the  control  of  mine  fires  have  been  made  available  to  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Pennsylvania. 

As  of  June  21,  1967,  the  Commission  had  approved  31  mine  fire  and 
subsidence  projects  in  Pennsylvania.  The  total  cost  of  these  is  now 
estimated  at  $22,920,000  of  which  the  75-percent  Federal  share  is 
$17,190,000.  Additional  Pennsylvania  projects  are  pending  which  will 
require  another  $1,539,000  in  Federal  funds  and  the  State  has  identified 
projects  which  would  require  in  excess  of  $35  million  of  additional 
Federal  funds  at  the  present  matching  ratio. 

As  with  other  Appalachian  projects,  mine  fire,  strip  mine  and  sub¬ 
sidence  projects  must  serve  areas  having  significant  potential  for  future 
growth,  set  forth  in  a  State  investment  plan.  The  projects  are  designed 
to  provide  economic  development  by  eliminating  the  danger  of  subsi¬ 
dence,  heat,  or  escaping  gases  from  mines  fires,  and  by  restoring  lands 
suitable  for  development.  The  same  criteria  would  apply  to  projects  for 
the  restoration  of  abandoned  oil  and  gas  wells,  an  activity  authorized 
by  S.  602.  This  amendment  was  requested  by  New  York  State  which 
ha  s  important  State  park  lands  that  are  of  little  or  no  use  because  of 
the  pollution  and  physical  dangers  to  campers  arising  from  the 
aba  ndoned  wells. 
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The  act  provides  that  only  publicly  owned  lands  may  be  reclaimed 
under  the  program,  and  little  of  the  land  in  Appalachia  scarred  by 
strij)  mining  is  in  public  ownership.  The  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  indicated  that  only  4  percent  of  the  strip  mine  areas  in  the 
region  are  owned  by  public  bodies.  To  encourage  the  States  and  local 
communities  to  reclaim  their  strip  mine  lands  and  to  acquire  additional 
lands  for  reclamation,  the  reported  bill  amends  section  205  to  permit 
the  States  to  apply  costs  incurred,  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
bill,  in  acquiring  lands  required  for  projects,  toward  their  non-Federal 
share  of  project  costs.  The  reported  bill  also  makes  reasonable 
planning  and  engineering  costs  eligible  for  Federal  assistance  like  other 
project  costs. 

The  committee  bill  eliminates  the  provision  for  assisting  fish  and 
wildlife  restoration  projects. 

As  of  June  21,  1967,  the  Commission  had  approved  seven  strip 
mine  reclamation  projects  which,  in  total,  will  require  $1,234,570  in 
Federal  funds.  The  total  cost  of  these  projects  is  $1,646,093.  With  the 
exception  of  one  project  adjacent  to  the  Pittsburgh  Airport,  all  of 
these  projects  have  been  related  to  recreational  development. 

The  committee  recognizes  the  encouraging  trend  to  strong  State 
legislation  for  the  control  of  strip  mining.  Pennsylvania  passed  an 
important  control  act  in  1963,  Kentucky  and  Virginia  in  1966,  and 
West  Virginia  and  Tennessee  in  1967. 

Until  a  national  program  is  established,  the  committee  believes 
that  no  lands  which  were  mined  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967  should 
be  reclaimed  with  Federal  funds. 

Due  to  the  heavy  demand  for  funds  to  undertake  mine  fire  control 
and  subsidence  prevention  projects  it  is  doubtful  that  more  than  six 
or  eight  strip  mine  control  projects  can  be  undertaken  with  funds 
authorized  by  S.  602.  The  fact  that  land  acquisition  costs  can  be  used 
as  matching  funds  may  encourage  investments  in  sites  which  have 
high  potential  for  development.  The  experience  gained  in  these 
projects,  in  the  view  of  the  committee,  mil  be  extremely  useful  in 
the  future. 

Water  Resources  Survey 

Section  206  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  prepare  a 
plan  for  the  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Appalachian 
region.  Under  the  leadership  of  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  located  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  substantial 
progress  has  been  made  to  achieve  this  objective. 

The  1965  act  authorized  $5  million  to  prepare  this  plan  to  be 
completed  December  31,  1968.  Three  million  dollars  has  been  appro¬ 
priated.  The  committee  supports  an  authorization  of  $2  million  to 
complete  the  study  as  planned  in  the  original  Appalachian  Act. 

The  survey  of  Appalachian  water  resources  has  been  guided  by 
the  Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia, 
comprised  of  representatives  from  the  States,  Federal  agencies  and 
the  staff  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  The  survey  plan 
stresses  the  need  to  formulate  a  water  resources  plan  for  the  region 
that  complements  the  overall  development  plans  being  prepared  by 
each  of  the  Appalachian  States,  and  to  identify  water  resource  projects 
with  great  economic  development  potential. 


82-446  0—67 


3 


16  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  developed  procedures  for  water  re¬ 
source  planning  evaluation  in  Appalachia  which  measure  the  full 
range  of  developmental  benefits  that  may  flow  from  the  provision  of 
water  resource  goods  and  services. 

Each  of  the  Appalachian  States  has  furnished  to  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  its  appraisal  of  the  critical  water  resource  problems  within 
the  State  that  it  considers  crucial  from  an  economic  development 
standpoint.  The  District  Offices  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have 
completed  initial  reports  outlining  priority  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  potential  and  needs,  including  suggested  projects.  These  projects 
are  now  being  carefully  studied  by  the  Federal  agencies  and  the  States 
to  determine  those  projects  for  which  authorization  will  be  sought  as 
the  urgently  needed  projects  within  the  comprehensive  plan. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  main  thrust  of  the  overall  study 
will  be  a  series  of  about  10  subregional  reports  outlining  the  frame¬ 
work  for  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  and  related 
resources  of  a  subregion.  These  subregions  are  groupings  of  State- 
designated  planning  areas.  Projects  to  be  recommended  for  early 
congressional  authorization  will  be  detailed  and  presented  in  the 
overall  final  report  for  the  study  as  well.  The  study  will  also  include 
a  number  of  appendixes  dealing  with  the  several  aspects  of  the  study 
from  the  total  Appalachian  region  standpoint. 

It  is  anticipated,  based  upon  the  progress  to  date,  that  the  study 
will  be  completed  for  submission  to  Congress  by  December  31,  1968. 

Assistance  for  Planning  and  Other  Preliminary  Expenses  of 
Proposed  Housing  Projects  Under  Section  221  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act.  S.  602  Adds  Section  207  to  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Act  v 

The  Congress  has  enacted  programs  to  make  adequate  low-cost 
housing  available  throughout  the  country.  The  public  housing  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  used  extensively  in  the  Appalachian  region.  The  more 
critical  need  for  new  housing  is  to  accommodate  families  who  have 
incomes  which  disqualify  them  for  public  housing  or  to  whom,  for 
geographic  reasons,  public  housing  is  not  available.  To  help  meet 
this  need,  Congress  enacted  section  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act 
which  authorizes  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  to  insure  mort¬ 
gages  for  low  and  moderate  income  housing  projects. 

For  all  practical  purposes,  the  section  221  program  has  not  been 
used  in  Appalachia.  Of  40,000  housing  units  which  have  been  con¬ 
structed  with  the  aid  of  this  program,  only  603  are  in  the  Appalachian 
region.  Thus,  Appalachia,  with  8.5  percent  of  the  Nation’s  population, 
has  been  the  beneficiary  of  only  1.5  percent  of  the  section  221  housing 
constructed  in  the  country. 

The  Appalachian  Commission  found  that  there  are  two  primary 
reasons  for  the  failure  of  221  programs  in  the  region;  the  acute  shortage 
of  capital  needed  by  nonprofit  organizations  to  prepare  their  applica¬ 
tions  at  FHA  and  FNMA,  and  the  shortage  of  technical  and  managerial 
competence  to  initiate  and  manage  housing  projects. 

S.  602  adds  a  new  section,  section  207,  to  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  to  help  meet  these  problems. 

The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  is  authorized 
to  make  loans  for  up  to  80  percent  of  the  preliminary  costs  of  planning 
a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section  221  of  the 
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National  Housing  Act,  including  such  costs  as  preliminary  surveys 
and  analyses  of  market  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and 
architectural  fees,  site  options,  FHA  and  FNMA  fees,  and  construc¬ 
tion  loan  fees  and  discounts.  Loans  may  be  made  without  interest,  or 
at  any  market  or  at  below  market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a 
mortgage  insured  under  section  221.  In  most  cases,  these  costs  are 
recaptured  by  local  sponsors  when  a  construction  loan,  insured  by 
FHA,  is  made.  When  such  financing  is  obtained  by  the  local  sponsor, 
the  advances  made  under  the  program  will  be  repaid  to  a  revolving 
fund  administered  by  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
prescribe  terms  and  conditions  for  such  loans,  and  he  may  waive  the 
repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is 
unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under 
section  221. 

Section  207  also  authorizes  technical  assistance  grants  under  terms 
and  conditions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  for  up  to  80  percent  of 
the  administrative  expenses  not  recoverable  under  a  section  221 
insured  mortgage,  which  are  incurred  incident  to  planning  a  project 
and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  such  as  the  preparation  of  applica¬ 
tions  to  FHA  and  FNMA,  coordination  and  management  activities. 

Five  million  dollars  would  be  authorized  for  this  purpose.  It  is  con¬ 
templated  that  80  percent  of  the  funds  expended  will  be  returned  to 
the  revolving  fund  from  the  proceeds  of  mortgages  insured  under 
section  221.  Additional  projects  will  be  financed  with  these  funds. 

As  in  other  programs  authorized  by  the  act,  these  loans  and  grants 
will  be  made  for  projects  submitted  by  the  States  and  approved  by  the 
Commission. 

Vocational  Education  Facilities 

o 

Section  211  of  the  1965  act  authorized  $16  million  to  provide  grants 
for  the  construction  of  vocational  education  facilities  in  the  region 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1963;  $8  million  of  the  authorization  was  appropriated  in  fiscal  year 
1966  and  $8  million  in  fiscal  year  1967.  These  funds  are  in  addition 
to  the  sums  provided  the  Appalachian  States  under  the  Vocational 
Education  Act  of  1963. 

Funds  for  vocational  education  serve  to  help  fulfill  two  of  Appa¬ 
lachia’s  greatest  needs :  the  provision  of  needed  skills  to  those  about  to 
enter  the  labor  force,  and  the  upgrading  of  skills  of  persons  unemployed 
by  new  technological  developments.  In  addition,  the  vocational  edu¬ 
cation  program  in  Appalachia  is  providing  opportunities  for  job 
training  for  those  who  live  in  the  more  remote  and  isolated  sections 
of  the  region. 

As  of  June  15,  1967,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  had 
approved  63  vocational  education  construction  projects,  using  a 
total  of  $15,237,330  in  section  211  funds,  while  another  six  construc¬ 
tion  projects  requesting  a  total  of  $1,406,776  are  now  under  review 
at  the  Commission  and  in  the  State  education  departments. 

The  Appalachian  region’s  economic  problems  can  in  large  measure 
be  traced  to  rapid  technological  advances  of  the  past  which  continue 
today  and  are  even  accelerating  in  pace.  The  economic  and  human 
dislocations  stemming  from  these  technological  advances,  mainly  in 
mining,  heavy  industry,  and  agriculture  have  been  the  largest  con¬ 
tributing  factor  to  unemployment  in  the  region. 
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Of  the  unemployed  in  Appalachia,  most  are  either  unskilled, 
semiskilled,  or  possess  skills  for  which  there  is  no  longer  any  demand. 
Clearly  education,  particularly  vocational  education,  is  greatly 
needed. 

Section  211  funds  have  been  essential  not  only  to  the  continuing 
of  vocational  education  plans  in  the  States,  but  in  the  acceleration 
and  initiation  of  new  activities. 

The  approved  projects  using  section  211  funds  will  provide  a 
variety  of  skills  for  15,000  new  students  annually.  Section  211  projects 
now  under  review  will  provide  facilities  for  another  18,000  students 
annually.  Taken  together,  all  vocational  education  projects  con¬ 
structed  with  funds  from  section  211  and  section  214  will  provide 
new  and  expanded  facilities  for  almost  45,000  students  annually. 

The  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963  provided  the  Appalachian 
region  with  $6  million  in  construction  funds  in  fiscal  year  1965,  $10 
million  in  fiscal  vear  1966  and  an  estimated  $10  million  in  fiscal  year 
1967. 

A  survey  of  the  Appalachian  State  vocational  education  directors 
indicates  that  plans  and  applications  are  in  preparation  for  vocational 
education  needs  in  fiscal  year  1968  requiring  almost  $40  million  in 
Federal  grant-in-aid  funds. 

If  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963  construction  funds  are  made 
available  to  the  Appalachian  portions  of  the  States  on  the  basis  of 
their  population,  no  more  than  $8  million  will  be  available  in  fiscal 
year  1968.  The  significance  of  Appalachian  Act  funds  can  be  seen  from 
the  fact  that  the  annual  appropriation  under  section  211  is  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same  as  the  amount  available  to  the  region  under  the 
1963  act. 

Through  legislative  or  administrative  means,  several  of  the  States 
authorized  two  or  more  school  districts  to  combine  for  the  financing 
and  sponsorship  of  area  vocational  schools.  This  has  accelerated  the 
pace  of  vocational  school  construction  and  increased  the  demand  for 
Federal  vocational  education  funds  assistance. 

The  following  letter  was  sent  to  the  committee  by  the  Federal 
cochairman  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission: 

One  of  the  most  useful  and  immediately  rewarding  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  is 
section  211  which  provides  additional  funds  for  vocational 
education  school  construction  in  the  Appalachian  region. 

You  will  recall  that  this  provision  was  included  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  in  1965  due  to  the  findings  of  the  President’s  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  that  acceleration  of  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  in  the  region  was  a  high  priority  item  in  a  regional  de¬ 
velopment  program. 

Sixteen  million  dollars  was  authorized  for  this  purpose  in 
the  1965  act.  The  full  authorization  was  appropriated  and,  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1967,  virtually  all  of  these  funds  will 
been  obligated.  Coupled  with  supplemental  grants  available 
under  section  214  of  the  act,  these  funds  and  moneys  available 
under  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963  have  produced 
the  construction  of  70  vocational  education  schools  in  the 
region  during  the  first  2  years  of  the  Appalachian  program. 

In  proposing  an  extension  of  the  act  to  the  Congress,  the 
Commission  sought  to  generally  follow  the  authorization 
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levels  contained  in  the  1965  act.  For  this  reason,  it  was  pro¬ 
posed  that  an  additional  $18  million  be  authorized  by  section 
211  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  The 
rapid  pace  at  which  funds  appropriated  for  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  construction  have  been  utilized  has  led  the  Commission 
to  conclude  that  some  increase  in  this  program  is  now  being 
justified  and  a  sound  investment  in  the  region. 

A  canvass  of  the  States  indicates  that  plans  are  in  being 
for  vocational  education  facilities  which,  at  the  matching 
ratio  provided  in  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963, 
could  employ  $40  million  in  Federal  funds  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

We  are  advised  by  the  U.S.  Office  of  Education  that  ap¬ 
proximately  $75.4  million  will  be  available  to  the  Appala¬ 
chian  States  in  fiscal  year  1968  under  the  Vocational  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1963.  If  these  funds  are  allocated  to  Appalachian 
projects  in  proportion  to  population,  approximately  $20.5 
million  will  be  available  in  the  region  under  this  program 
in  fiscal  year  1968.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  rapid  pace  of 
vocational  education  school  construction  in  the  region  has 
placed  an  increasing  burden  on  these  funds  for  operations. 
Even  with  an  additional  $9  million  (half  of  the  authorization 
currently  contained  in  S.  602)  Federal  funds  mil  fall  con¬ 
siderably  short  of  the  level  which  could  be  effectively  utilized. 

For  these  reasons,  we  believe  an  increase  in  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  contained  in  section  211  is  both  justified  and  desirable 
and  suggest  that  it  be  increased  to  $26  million  for  the  2-year 
period.  While  this  will  not  permit  the  maximum  accelera¬ 
tion  of  construction  in  the  region,  it  will  be  extremely  helpful. 

The  committee  supports  an  authorization  of  $26  million  in  section 
211  funds  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  fiscal  year  1969.  S.  602  also  amends 
section  211  to  make  funds  available,  as  under  the  Vocational  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1963,  for  equipping  existing  facilities  as  well  as  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  equipment  of  new  facilities. 

Sewage  Treatment  Facilities 

Section  212  of  the  Appalachian  Act  of  1965  authorizes  $6  million 
for  grants  for  the  construction  of  sewage  treatment  facilities  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  $3  million 
was  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1966  and  $3  million  in  fiscal  year 
1967.  These  funds  are  in  addition  to  the  sums  provided  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  States  under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act. 

As  of  May  31,  1967,  the  Commission  had  approved  25  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  projects  using  a  total  of  $2,740,250  in  section  212  funds.  Another 
23  projects  requesting  a  total  of  $2,666,247  are  under  review  at  the 
Commission,  in  the  regional  offices  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Administration,  or  in  the  States. 

Inadequate  waste  treatment,  through  the  lack  of  sewage  treatment 
facilities,  can  be  a  serious  impediment  to  economic  development.  The 
committee  therefore  recommends  the  authorization  of  $6  million  for 
fiscal  year  1968  and  fiscal  year  1969. 
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Amendments  to  Housing  Act  of  1964 

Section  213  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965 
amended  section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964  to  authorize  grants, 
at  75  percent  of  the  costs,  to  the  Commission  for  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning  for  the  region,  and  to  the  States  for  planning  Appalachian  pro¬ 
grams.  S.  602  would  further  amend  the  Housing  Act  of  1964  to  make 
local  development  districts,  certified  to  the  Commission  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  States  in  which  they  are  located,  eligible  for  75  percent 
grants  for  comprehensive  planning  in  their  areas  and  for  planning 
Appalachian  region  programs. 

The  proposed  amendment  is  designed  to  make  it  possible  to  con¬ 
centrate  many  of  the  planning  functions,  now  discharged  by  a  number 
of  units  and  levels  of  government,  in  multicounty  local  development 
districts  as  they  are  organized. 

Supplemental  Grants-in-Aid 

Section  214  authorizes  supplemental  grants  to  enable  the  States, 
local  governments,  and  other  applicants  to  take  full  advantage  of 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  Grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  con¬ 
struction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  or  the  acquisition  of  land,  author¬ 
ized  on  or  before  March  9,  1965,  the  effective  date  of  the  1965  act  are 
eligible  for  supplements.  Supplemental  grants  may  increase  the 
Federal  share  of  the  project  costs  eligible  for  assistance  under  a  basic 
grant-in-aid  program  to  a  maximum  of  80  percent  of  the  costs.  Ninety 
million  dollars  was  authorized.  Forty-five  million  dollars  was  appro¬ 
priated  for  fiscal  year  1966  and  $30  million  for  fiscal  year  1967.  S.  602, 
as  reported,  authorizes  $71  million  for  this  purpose  for  the  next  2  years. 

As  of  May  31,  1967,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  had 
approved  343  supplemental  grants  totaling  $55  million.  Ninety-seven 
projects  requesting  $18  million  in  214  funds  are  now  under  review  at 
the  Commission  or  in  the  States.  Most  of  these  440  projects,  repre¬ 
senting  a  total  cost  of  $350  million,  are  of  six  types:  hospitals,  higher 
education,  vocational  education,  sewage  treatment,  libraries,  and 
airports. 

In  1964  and  1965,  testimony  presented  to  the  committee  in  support 
of  section  214  established  that  eligible  applicants  in  the  region  had 
been  unable  to  provide  the  necessary  matching  funds  to  take  full 
advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  The  effect  of  the  section 
214  program  can  be  seen  by  a  comparison  of  Federal  money  spent  in 
the  region  in  fiscal  year  1965  (when  no  214  funds  were  available)  and 
fiscal  year  1966  (when  they  were).  (Table  I.) 

In  fiscal  year  1965,  $65  million  in  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds,  cover¬ 
ing  the  six  major  programs  noted  above,  were  spent  in  the  region. 
In  fiscal  year  1966,  $27.8  million  in  section  214  funds  supplemented 
$110.5  million  from  those  same  six  programs — an  increase  of  $45.4 
million. 
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TABLE  I  — PUBLIC  FACILITIES  CONSTRUCTION  EXPENDITURES  IN  APPALACHIA,  FISCAL  YEAR  1965  AND  1966 


Program  type 

Total  cost 

Basic  Federal 

State  and 

214 

funds 

local  funds 

supplemental 

Libraries: 

1965  _ _ 

$5,  747,972 
8, 834,917 

$2, 054,974 
3, 736, 887 

$3, 227, 895 
3,105,575 

1966 _ 

$1,992, 455 

Vocational  education : 

1965 _ 

16,210,914 
32,462, 723 

6,157,296 
13, 696,215 

10,053,618 

14,691,563 

1966 _ 

4,074,945 

Higher  education: 

1965 

79,658,  575 
186, 030,893 

18,950, 993 
43, 662, 098 

60,707,  582 
133, 401,597 

1966 _  _ 

8,967,198 

Sewage  treatment: 

1965 _ _  . 

46,461,844 
48, 058, 025 

11,829, 037 
13,612,113 

33,817,457 

28,716,636 

1966 _ 

5, 300,276 

Hospitals: 

1965  ... 

56, 234, 333 
68,157, 298 

18,209, 797 
25,131,005 

38,024,  536 
36,295,  581 

1966 _ _ 

• 

6, 730,712 

Airports: 

1965 

15,869,140 
21,288,  544 

7,934,  570 
10,644,272 

7,934,  570 
9, 842,673 

1966  _ 

801,599 

Totals: 

1965 

1220,  182,778 

2  364,832, 400 

65,136, 667 
110, 482, 590 

153,765,658 
226, 053,625 

1966 _ 

27,867,185 

1  Includes  grants  made  under  APW. 

2  Includes  grants  made  under  EDA, 


On  the  basis  of  grants  approved  as  of  March  31,  1967,  every  dol¬ 
lar  of  214  money  has  accounted  for  $1.87  in  other  Federal  funds,  and 
has  attracted  $1.81  in  State  and  local  money,  or  a  total  of  $4.68  in 
all  projects  as  indicated  in  table  II.  Section  214  funds  have  accounted 
for  an  average  of  21  percent  of  total  project  costs. 


TABLE  II.— APPROVED  214  PROJECTS  AS  OF  MAR.  31,  1967 


Program  type 

Number  of 
projects 

Total  cost 

Sec.  214 

Basic 

State  and  local 

Libraries.  . . . . 

35 

$9,905, 339 
34,768, 293 
62,690, 605 
21,277,921 
52, 534,964 
4, 622, 898 
15,237,408 

$2,657,602 
9,484, 883 
11,665,130 
5, 567,739 
9,625,968 
1,083,566 
2,975, 871 

$3,825,106 
15, 887,911 
20,976, 807 
6,237,506 
23,126,660 
2,278,757 
7,884, 932 

$3,422,630 
9,395,499 
30, 048,668 
9,472,676 
19,782,336 
1,260, 575 
4,376,605 

Vocational  education.  _  _ 

56 

Higher  education _ _ 

45 

Sewage  treatment  _  _ _ 

33 

Hospitals. _ _ 

60 

Airports _ _ _ _ 

14 

Other _ _ _ 

21 

Grand  total . . 

264 

201,037,428 

43,060,759 

80,217,679 

77,758,989 

The  committee  is  impressed  with  the  fact  that  less  than  a  third  of 
the  supplemental  grants  approved  by  the  Commission  have  raised 
the  Federal  grant  to  80  percent  of  project  costs. 

Moreover,  within  the  States,  supplemental  grant  funds  have  been 
a  key  element  in  the  implementation  of  State  investment  plans 
required  by  the  Commission.  Alabama,  for  instance,  as  table  III 
shows,  has  concentrated  almost  all  of  its  214  money  in  the  area  of 
higher  education.  Maryland  has  used  its  funds  almost  entirely  for  the 
expansion  of  hospital  facilities.  The  majority  of  Georgia’s  214  funds 
have  supplemented  projects  which  will  eliminate  water  pollution  in 
the  major  river  and  water  storage  areas  in  northern  Georgia.  Ken- 
tuck}’’s  plan  detailed  a  4-year  investment  schedule  using  almost  all 
of  its  214  money  in  the  construction  of  vocational  education  facilities 
in  its  eastern  counties.  Twenty-four  of  these  schools  have  been  funded 
and  some  are  now  nearing  completion  and  nine  more  are  planned  for 
fiscal  year  1968.  The  decision  to  concentrate  214  investment  to  this 
extent  is  extremely  significant  in  a  State  where  the  overall  demand  for 
supplemental  funds  is  probably  the  greatest  in  the  region. 
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TABLE  III.— APPROVED  AND  PENDING  APPLICATIONS  FOR  SUPPLEMENTAL  GRANTS,  ANTICIPATED  THROUGH  JUNE  30,  1967 

[Dollar  amounts  in  thousands] 

Other 

Percent 

oop^ooooococmco— «coo> 

CM 

to 

Amount 

rs^ooooifiotom(7)»t 

cm  to  r-*  to  'cj-  — <  oo  to 

toco*— 'COCO  CO  CM  OO 

bO- 

4,615 

Airports 

Percent 

Amount 

OHOOOOinNNOOOOO 
coo^r-M-oo  — •  oo  *3- 

CM  •— *  0^0 

2, 886 

Hospitals 

Percent 

ooto^fCMr>.o>cMCMir>oooo> 

CM  CM  to  OO  CM  CM  CM  — < 

22 

Amount 

OCMfl'fflO-ilDWN^OtO 
«— •  CM  CO  UO  ^  Lf>  tO  CM  »— *  CO  CO 
tO^J-^J-OOOtOCT)-— 'CMOUOtO 
bO-  -  -  -  -  - 

-•-HCN  f— •  CO  CM  •-* 

16,535 

Sewage 

treatment 

Percent 

lOCOOCOOOOCM*— <OOOOOCM 
CO  *-1  Kf  CM  *— <  CM  CM  i — 1 

in 

Amount 

«o«to^o-HCoa)OiO-HO 
r^o>  ^cmuiooooooooio) 

«<J-  e>  CM  CO  lO  CO  UO  *3-  — « 
b*  -  . 

11,427 

Higher 

education 

Percent 

rsmootDcn^ctococooo 
to  •  CM  CO 

25 

Amount 

•“■OOOOON^tOOliniftN 
too  oifi^rscMOCMin 

-N  CO  0>  CM  to  a>  — •  CM  CM 

ltT  csT*-Tco  co 

18,556 

Vocational 

education 

Percent 

r^cococMOO«t*-coto—«mioco 

rHin^.«C0C0NCM  *3-  — « 
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Amount 

^-•CDUO^-aOTt-OO^tCOUOOO^J- 

-Hfl'Ninoiintp-mooio 

uotoocooo*— iOwovcoph 

bO-  •  -  -  -  -  -  > 

CO  *— «  CM  CO  •— <  -h-h 

16,295 

Libraries 

Percent 

M'lDCOCONtOCMCMOCMCMN 

to 

Amount 

oocoocvjNtnaiNOpxOif) 
csjuiOf-in— to  •— i  oo 

COCMCM--HCOCM-^Cs  ^  UO 

b» 

OO 

«5f 

Total 

r^CMCT»O>OC0tpCMU0*— 'CM  to 
OOOCMOOOtOOCOr— .OCM— < 

r*.cooocMO>cocMi— •ocoooto 
c-Tuoio'co^r  co  to  rCcMOO 

bO-  —• 

74, 462 

State 

Alabama . . .  . . . 

Georgia _ _ 

Kentucky - - - - 

Maryland - -  -  - 

New  York _ _  _ _ _ _ _ 

North  Carolina _ 

Ohio _ 

Pennsylvania _ _  _ 

South  Carolina _ _ 

Tennessee _  _  _ 

Virginia _ _ _ _  _ 

West  Virginia _ _ _  _ 

Total . . . . . 
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The  total  fiscal  year  1966  and  fiscal  year  1967  appropriations  of  $75 
million  in  section  214  funds  was  allocated  by  the  Commission  on  the 
basis  of  a  formula  which  divides  14  percent  of  the  funds  equally,  14 
percent  on  the  basis  of  land  area,  28  percent  on  the  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion,  and  44  percent  on  the  basis  of  per  capita  income  weighted 
inversely. 

The  State  agencies  which  program  grant-in-aid  funds  in  the  six 
major  program  areas  noted  above  estimate  that  about  $500  million 
worth  of  projects  could  be  in  the  application  stage  in  fiscal  year  1968. 
On  the  basis  of  budget  requests  from  Federal  agencies,  it  is  anticipated 
that  only  about  $334  million  worth  of  projects  in  these  categories 
could  be  funded  with  fiscal  year  1968  allotments  (table  IV).  These 
allotments  were  figured  by  assuming  that  the  Appalachian  portion  of 
each  State  would  receive  Federal  grant-in-aid  from  these  funds 
relative  to  its  population. 


TABLE  IV.— ESTIMATE  OF  214  PROJECTS,  FISCAL  1968 


Program  type 

Total  cost 

Basic  Federal 

Past  214 
(percent) 

214  funds 

Libraries . .  __  _ 

$7,629,883 
16,851,132 
131,659,748 
63,173, 363 
75, 583,758 
15, 460, 000 

$4, 577,930 
8,425,566 
43, 882, 194 
18,952,009 
41,571,067 
7,730, 000 

27.3 

$2,082,958 
4,229,634 
24,752, 033 
16,425,074 
13,378,325 
3,447,580 

Vocational  education..  . 

25.1 

Higher  education  .  . 

18.8 

Sewage  treatment _  _  _ _  .  . 

26.0 

Hospitals .  .  ... 

17.7 

Airports _  _  .  _  _  _ 

22.3 

Other  _  _  ... 

23,360,270 

9, 419, 046 

21.1 

4,929, 017 

Total _  _  _  _ 

333,718,154 

134, 557, 812 

69,244,621 

The  reported  bill  provides  an  authorization  of  $71  million  for  sup¬ 
plemental  grants  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  fiscal  year  1969. 

The  reported  bill  also  amends  section  214  to  permit  supplemental 
grants  for  grant-in-aid  programs  enacted  on  or  before  August  1,  1967. 

Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress,  dealing  with  the  watersheds  of  this 
Nation,  requires  that  local  persons  pay  the  costs  of  easements  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  to  carry  out  the  programs  operated  under 
that  law.  The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  has  carried  out  the 
requirement  of  Public  Law  566,  and  there  is  nothing  contained  in 
the  present  legislation  to  change  that  basic  approach. 

Maintenance  of  Effort 

The  committee  bill  amends  section  221  of  the  1965  act,  concerning 
State  maintenance  of  effort,  to  make  it  clear  that  a  State’s  expendi¬ 
tures  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  Interstate  System  high¬ 
ways  and  the  expenditure  of  local  funds  are  not  to  be  considered  in 
determining  compliance  with  this  section. 

Program  Implementation 

Section  223  of  the  1965  act,  as  amended  by  the  reported  bill,  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Commission’s  judgment  with  respect  to  applying 
Appalachian  Act  program  criteria,  including  such  matters  as  the 
evaluation  of  growth  potential,  financial  need,  and  the  importance  of  a 
program  or  project  and  its  contribution  to  the  permanent  improvement 
of  the  area  in  which  it  is  located  and  the  region,  shall  be  final  and  not 
subject  to  further  review  by  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
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However,  no  program  or  project  is  to  be  implemented  until  the  applica¬ 
tions  and  plans  relating  thereto  have  been  determined  by  the  responsi¬ 
ble  Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives 
of  Federal  laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with 
this  act.  The  technical  evaluation  of  projects  and  the  actual  accom¬ 
plishment  of  programs  and  projects  continues  to  be  the  responsibility 
of  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 

The  committee  emphasizes  that  the  Commission  is  not  to  become 
an  operating  agency. 

The  Commission’s  operation  and  experience  to  date  amply  demon¬ 
strate  its  ability  to  make  final  program  and  project  decisions  once  the 
involved  Federal  agency  or  agencies  has  reviewed  a  proposal.  This 
amendment  is  necessary  to  foster  and  facilitate  the  smooth  and  effi¬ 
cient  prosecution  of  the  program. 

Program  Development  Criteria 

The  committee  bill  amends  section  224  of  the  Appalachian  Act  of 
1965  to  conform  to  the  redefined  role  of  the  Commission  and  to  make 
it  clear  that  funds  authorized  by  the  act  may  not  be  used  to  assist 
establishments  relocating  from  one  area  to  another. 

Local  Development  Districts  and  Research 

Section  302  of  the  1965  act  authorized  $5.5  million  for  grants  for 
administrative  expenses  of  local  development  districts  and  to  provide 
funds  for  research  and  demonstration  projects  which  will  further  the 
purpose  of  the  act.  $2,500,000  was  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1966 
and  $2,750,000  in  fiscal  year  1967  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  Com¬ 
mission  has  allotted  $3.3  million  of  these  funds  for  the  local  develop¬ 
ment  district  program  and  the  balance  for  studies  and  research. 

Under  section  301  of  the  1965  act,  the  Governors  of  the  Appalachian 
States  may  certify  local  development  districts  to  the  Commission. 
The  local  development  district  program  was  included  in  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Act  to  provide  a  means  for  consolidating  planning  and  financial 
resources  in  the  areas  of  the  region.  It  was  hoped  that  this  device 
would  help  to  promote  multicounty  cooperation  in  the  planning  and 
provision  of  public  services  and  facilities  which  could  not  be  supported 
by  the  tax  base  of  a  single  county  or  municipality.  The  provision  of 
trained  personnel  to  assist  local  leaders  in  development  programs  was 
viewed  as  an  additional  benefit.  The  requirement  that  development 
districts  be  certified  by  a  Governor  or  Governors  was  designed  to 
lend  further  assistance  to  the  chief  executives  of  the  States  in  carrying 
out  their  responsibilities  under  the  act. 

To  assist  the  States  in  the  initial  phase  of  the  Appalachian  program 
to  do  the  planning  and  project  preparation  required  of  them,  and  to 
encourage  the  development  of  a  well  organized  and  coordinated  system 
of  development  districts,  the  Commission  established  the  policy  of 
making  administrative  expense  grants  available  during  the  first  year 
of  the  program  only  to  State-sponsored  institutions  with  the  proviso 
that  a  primary  function  of  such  units  would  be  the  planning,  gen¬ 
eration,  and  organization  of  truly  local  development  organizations. 
Each  of  the  12  States  applied  for  assistance  in  accordance  with  this 
policy  and  development  districts  supported  by  section  302  grants 
and  State  matching  funds  have  been  established  in  all  of  the  States. 
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The  composition  of  these  institutions  vary  widely  according  to  the 
size  of  the  State’s  area  within  the  region,  the  history  of  local  planning 
organizations  within  the  State,  the  state  of  development  of  State 
planning  agencies  and  the  views  of  the  Governor  as  to  the  proper 
means  for  assisting  local  development  efforts. 

A  number  of  States  have  established  offices  within  their  Appalachian 
area  designed  to  serve  multicounty  areas  designated  by  the  Governor. 
West  Virginia,  North  Carolina,  Georgia,  Ohio,  Maryland,  and  South 
Carolina  all  have  local  development  agencies  outside  of  the  State 
capital  supported  by  section  302  fimds.  The  other  States  are  working 
toward  the  establishment  of  such  offices. 

To  guide  the  development  district  program  in  fiscal  year  1967,  the 
Commission  has  continued  the  policy  of  permitting  grants  to  State- 
sponsored  institutions,  but  also  will  provide  support  for  other  certified 
local  development  districts,  if  requested  by  the  State.  Also,  as  a  preface 
to  further  development  district  programs,  each  State  is  required  to 
submit  to  the  Commission  by  July  1,  1967,  a  report  on  its  plans  for 
administering  and'  financing  State  or  multicounty  local  development 
districts  for  the  remaining  life  of  the  Commission  after  the  applicable 
periods  of  Federal  assistance  have  expired. 

Section  302(a)(2)  authorizes  funds  for  investigation,  research 
studies,  and  demonstration  projects.  The  reported  bill  makes  it  clear 
that  these  funds  also  may  be  used  for  training  and  technical  assistance . 
The  “training  programs”  authorized  by  section  302(a)(2)  are  training 
programs  for  the  persons  selected  by  the  State  or  agency  of  the  State 
to  plan,  set  up,  and  operate  local  development  districts.  The  Commis¬ 
sion  has  not  allocated  funds  State  by  State  for  this  purpose  but  has 
approved  research  and  demonstration  projects,  largely  under  Com¬ 
mission  management,  designed  to  increase  the  information  available  to 
the  Commission  for  its  own  use,  and  to  facilitate  the  planning  required 
of  the  States  by  the  act  and  by  Commission  resolutions. 

The  reported  bill  also  amends  section  302  to  require  that  the 
records  of  recipients  of  Commission  assistance  shall  be  available  for 
Federal  audit  with  respect  to  such  assistance. 


Acid  Mine  Pollution  Study 

S.  602,  as  reported  by  the  committee,  amends  section  302  of  the 
act  to  provide  for  a  study  of  acid  pollution  in  the  region  resulting  from 
mining  activities  and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  with  the  objective 
of  developing  an  appropriate  action  program  for  the  region. 

Widespread  water  pollution  by  acid  drainage  from  underground 
and  surface  mines  is  a  major  problem  in  six  Appalachian  States.  Acid 
pollution  causes  deterioration  of  water  quality,  increases  costs  to 
water  users,  prevents  water  uses  of  existing  large  publicly  owned 
reservoirs,  such  as  Tygarts  Dam  and  Reservoir,  W.  Va.,  and  Loyal- 
hanna  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Pa.,  destroys  and  impairs  fish  and  other 
waterlife,  and  impairs  the  esthetic  and  social  value  of  the  streams. 

Current  work  concerning  the  control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine 
pollution  is  being  conducted  by  Federal  and  State  agencies,  and  by 
private  organizations.  Federal  agency  work  includes  demonstration 
projects  for  mine  sealing  and  prevention  of  acid  formation,  monitoring 
of  water  quality  in  streams  for  identification  of  pollution,  and  along 
with  the  States  and  private  organizations,  research  concerning  tech¬ 
nological  aspects  of  acid  formation  and  treatment  of  polluted  water. 
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Related  work,  such  as  the  study  of  the  impact  of  surface  mining,  being 
conducted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  directed  by  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  identifies  mine  acid  pollu¬ 
tion  as  one  of  the  most  significant  adverse  impacts  of  mining. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  information  and  findings  of  the  above 
work  provide  a  partial  basis  for  a  comprehensive  study  to  develop  a 
program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid 
mine  pollution  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution  in  the  region.  The  re¬ 
ported  bill  provides  for  such  a  study  to  be  conducted  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  in  cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  other  appro¬ 
priate  Federal  and  State  agencies.  The  study  should — 

1.  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  and  their 
type,  area,  ownership,  and  other  characteristics. 

2.  Identify  present  and  potential  water  using  and  other  activities 
which  are  affected  by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  and  the 
economic  and  social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to  such  pollution. 

3.  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for  the  control  and  abatement 
of  acid  mine  pollution. 

4.  Estimate  economic  and  social  benefits,  public  and  private, 
that  are  likely  to  result  from  reducing  to  various  levels  of  acid  mine 
pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region,  and  identify  the  types  of 
beneficiaries  and  the  relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such 
beneficiaries. 

5.  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal,  State,  and  private 
interests  in  programs  for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of 
acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and  the  relative  costs  which  each 
should  bear,  including  specifically  (a)  the  extent,  if  any  to  which 
private  interests  can  bear  the  cost  of  such  programs  within  the  eco¬ 
nomics  of  mining  activity,  (6)  the  effectiveness  of  past  action  by 
Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  Government  in  remedying  or  con¬ 
trolling  the  adverse  effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (c)  relationships 
which  might  be  established  among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of 
Government,  and  with  private  interests,  for  implementing  and  fund¬ 
ing  such  programs,  and  Id)  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal  and  State 
legislation,  including  adequate  enforcement  provisions,  for  such 
programs. 

6.  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction  or 
elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  including  identifica¬ 
tion  of  specific  objectives  and  costs,  with  due  consideration  to:  (a) 
the  developmental  effects  of  the  program,  (b)  the  economic  benefits  of 
the  program  in  relation  to  costs,  (c)  the  social  effects  of  the  program, 
(d)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted  financial  gain  to  private  interests, 
and  (e)  the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to  accomplish  the 
program. 

The  reported  bill  requires  the  Commission  to  submit  a  report, 
including  specific  recommendations  for  an  appropriate  program  and 
the  policies  under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  to  the  President  for 
transmittal  to  the  Congress,  together  with  his  recommendations,  not 
later  than  March  31,  1969. 

The  reported  bill  contains  an  authorization  of  $10  million  for  two 
additional  fiscal  years,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $3  million  shall  be 
available  for  the  acid  mine  pollution  study.  The  committee  anticipates 
that  an  increasingly  larger  portion  of  the  authorized  funds  will  be 
used  to  support  development  districts  as  the  major  elements  of  the 
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research  program  are  completed  and  more  local  development  districts 
are  created  within  the  States. 

Project  Approval 

The  reported  bill  amends  section  303  of  the  1965  act  to  clarify  the 
procedure  and  responsibilities  for  processing  and  evaluation  of  appli¬ 
cations  for  assistance  under  the  act.  Applications  must  be  submitted 
through  the  appropriate  State  member  of  the  Commission  and  evalu¬ 
ated  by  him.  Only  those  applications  which  are  approved  by  a  State 
member  as  meeting  the  requirement  of  the  act  and  submitted  by  him 
to  the  Commission  may  receive  Commission  approval.  No  project  is 
to  be  approved  by  the  Commission  unless  it  is  satisfied  that  the 
project  will  be  properly  administered,  operated,  and  maintained. 

Authorization  of  Appropriations 

Section  401  as  amended  in  the  reported  bill  will  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  to  the  President,  of  not  to  exceed  $220  million  for  the  2-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  be  available  until  expended  to 
carry  out  all  the  provisions  of  the  act,  except  sections  105  and  201 
which  contain  their  own  authorizations. 

It  is  expected  by  the  committee  that  the  funds  received  by  the 
President  will  be  transferred  to  the  Federal  cochairman  for  disposition 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

The  committee  has  adopted  this  approach  to  facilitate  a  consolidated 
approach  to  the  appropriations  process.  The  committee  believes  that 
the  President  will  rely  on  the  Federal  cochairman  to  carry  out  the 
effort  to  secure  the  appropriations  authorized  by  this  legislation.  Such 
a  delegation  would  put  an  end  to  the  fragmented  presentation  of 
Appalachian  money  requests  that  have  characterized  past  appropria¬ 
tion  procedures  relating  to  this  program. 

Definition  of  Appalachian  Region 

The  reported  bill  amends  section  403  of  the  1965  act  to  add  the 
following  counties  of  Mississippi  to  the  region:  Alcorn,  Benton, 
Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kenper,  Lee,  Lowndes, 
Marshall,  Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah, 
Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  and  Winston. 

Much  of  northeastern  Mississippi  shares  common  economic,  social 
and  physical  characteristics  with  counties  in  the  Appalachian  region. 
This  area  of  Mississippi  exhibits  many  of  the  same  conditions  of  depri¬ 
vation,  such  as,  unemployment,  educational  lag,  health  needs,  public 
facilities  shortages  and  lack  of  adequate  access  which  the  Appalachian 
program  is  seeking  to  alleviate  in  the  region. 

Population  growth  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  in  the  decade  of  the 
fifties  was  entirely  offset  by  net  outmigration  of  434,000  persons. 
This  parallels  the  regional  experience  for  the  same  period,  where  a 
net  outmigration  of  over  2  million  persons  kept  population  growth 
down  to  1.1  percent. 

Per  capita  income  for  Mississippi  in  1960  was  $966  and  over  50 
percent  of  the  families  in  the  State  had  incomes  under  $3,000,  while 
for  the  region  the  corresponding  figures  were  $1,405  and  slightly  over 
30  percent. 
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Educational  levels  in  the  Mississippi  adult  population  are  lower 
than  those  of  the  region  and  of  the  United  States.  Over  18  percent 
of  the  adult  population  has  completed  less  than  5  years  of  schooling 
and  only  29.8  percent  has  completed  12  or  more  years  of  schooling. 
The  corresponding  figures  are  11.6  percent  and  32.3  percent  in  the 
region,  and  8.4  percent  and  41.1  percent  for  the  United  States, 
respectively. 

Employment  in  Mississippi  underwent  the  same  drastic  shifts  dur¬ 
ing  1950-60  as  the  region.  As  shown  in  table  1,  there  was  a  shift  of  far 
greater  proportion  than  that  of  the  United  States  out  of  the  extrac¬ 
tive  industries  (agriculture  and  mining)  and  an  increase  in  the  per¬ 
centage  employed  in  manufacturing  and  service  industries.  However, 
the  ability  of  the  region’s,  as  well  as  Mississippi’s,  economy  to  make 
opportunities  available  for  those  workers  released  from  agricultural 
and  mining  employment  has  been  inadequate.  This  resulted  in  a 
decrease  of  the  total  number  of  employed:  —1.5  percent  for  the  region, 
and  —4.8  percent  for  Mississippi,  as  shown  in  table  2.  This  decrease 
would  have  been  much  higher  if  the  high  level  of  net  outmigration 
had  not  occurred. 


TABLE  1. — DISTRIBUTION  OF  EMPLOYMENT,  1950  AND  1960 


1950 

1960 

Appalachian 

region 

Mississippi 

United 

States 

Appalachian 

region 

Mississippi 

United 

States 

Agriculture _ _ _ 

14. 1 

42.1 

12.4 

6.8 

20.9 

6.7 

Mining _ _ 

9.2 

.5 

1.6 

3.9 

.7 

1.0 

Construction _  _ 

5.4 

5.1 

6.1 

5.8 

6.6 

5.9 

Manufacturing _ 

27.8 

12.6 

26.0 

32.2 

19.2 

27.1 

Services. ..  _ 

45.5 

39.7 

53.9 

51.3 

52.6 

59.3 

TABLE  2.— CHANGES  IN  EMPLOYMENT,  1950-60 


Appalachian 

region 

Mississippi 

Non-Appa¬ 

lachian 

United 

States 

Agriculture _  _  _  .  .  _  . .  . 

-52.5 

-47.3 

-35.6 

Mining _ _ _ _ _ _ 

-58.6 

27.0 

-1.0 

Construction _ _ _ _ _ _  .. 

5.7 

23.0 

10.8 

Manufacturing _  _  ..  _  .  .  .  .. 

14.2 

44.8 

20.6 

Services..  . .  .  . . 

16.3 

26.3 

28. 1 

Total _ _ _ _ 

-1.5 

-4.8 

17.1 

Source:  Regional  figures  from  PARC  report. 


Most  of  the  Appalachian  region,  as  presently  defined,  falls  within 
the  Piedmont,  Blue  Ridge,  Appalachian  Valley,  and  Appalachian 
Plateau  provinces.  In  addition,  portions  of  Alabama,  Tennessee,  and 
Kentucky  fall  within  the  province  defined  as  “interior  low  plateau.”  A 
portion  of  that  province  falls  within  extreme  northeastern  Mississippi, 
within  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Prentiss,  Tishomingo,  Itawamba,  Mon¬ 
roe,  Lowndes,  and  Noxubee.  This  area  of  Mississippi  is  identified  as  the 
“falls  line  hills,”  a  province  which  extends  into  and  across  Alabama. 
The  Mississippi  portion  of  the  fall  line  hills,  and  the  adjacent  lands  of 
Appalachian  Alabama,  comprise  the  eastern  half  of  the  Tombigbee 
watershed.  This  area  also  shares  common  characteristics  in  forest 
vegetation  with  Appalachian  Alabama,  Georgia,  Tennessee,  and  Ken- 
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tucky.  These  counties,  therefore,  constitute  a  geographic  area  with 
direct  physical  ties  to  the  rest  of  Appalachia. 

Three  communities  adjoining  the  fall  line  hills  in  the  Tombigbee 
Valley  provide  many  of  the  employment  opportunities  and  trade 
services  for  the  area.  They  are:  Corinth  (Alcorn  County),  Tupelo 
(Lee  County),  and  Columbus  (Lowndes  County).  The  labor  sheds  for 
these  three  centers  are  practically  identical  with  the  boundaries  of 
the  Tombigbee  watershed.  This  conclusion  is  based  on  commutation 
patterns  developed  from  the  1960  census  employment  data.  This  area 
includes,  in  addition  to  the  counties  already  mentioned,  Tippah, 
Union,  Pontotoc,  Lee,  Chickasaw,  Clay,  Webster,  Oktibbeha, 
Choctaw,  Winston,  and  Kemper  Counties. 

The  reported  bill  also  adds  Benton  and  Marshall  Counties  in 
Mississippi  to  the  region  as  expanded  in  S.  602  as  passed  the  Senate. 
These  counties  are  closely  tied  by  commutation  patterns  to  the 
counties  included  in  the  Senate  bill.  Their  similarity  of  economic 
conditions  has  led  them  to  seek  participation  in  the  Tombigbee  River 
Water  Management  District.  They  have  per  capita  incomes  that  are 
only  about  40  percent  of  the  average  for  the  present  Appalachian 
region.  In  1960  they  had  a  combined  population  of  about  32,000, 
each  having  lost  population  in  the  preceding  decade.  Benton  County’s 
population  declined  over  12  percent  and  there  are  no  urban  places  in 
the  county.  Marshall  County  has  almost  23  percent  of  its  population 
in  urban  areas  and  it  lost  almost  two  and  a  half  percent  of  its  popu¬ 
lation  in  the  1950-60  decade.  Over  70  percent  of  Benton’s  families 
and  67  percent  of  Marshall’s  earned  less  than  $3,000,  both  more 
than  double  the  percentage  for  the  present  region.  Both  counties  have 
almost  one-fourth  of  their  adults  who  have  not  completed  5  years  of 
schooling. 

Agriculture  is  the  major  employer  in  both  counties  and  though  man¬ 
ufacturing  has  been  growing,  its  growth  has  not  been  sufficient  to 
provide  employment  for  the  resident  labor  force.  The  total  employed 
in  Benton  fell  by  almost  one-fourth  in  the  1950-60  decade  and  in 
Marshall  by  one-seventh.  However,  unemployment  has  been  low  due 
to  outmigration  since  almost  10,000  people  left  these  counties  in 
10  years. 

The  counties  have  a  notable  deficiency  in  service  employment  and 
in  white  collar  employment,  the  areas  of  the  national  economy  that 
have  shown  the  greatest  strength. 

These  20  counties  will  make  up  the  Tombigbee  River  Water  Man¬ 
agement  District  and  as  such  they  will  represent  an  organized  eco¬ 
nomic  planning  area  capable  of  taking  full  advantage  of  the  Appalachian 
program. 

Tennessee 

The  committee  bill  also  adds  Cannon  County,  Tenn.,  to  the  region. 
This  county  was  suggested  for  the  program  in  1965  and  inadvertently 
omitted  at  that  time.  The  economic  condition,  topography,  and 
location  of  the  county  are  truly  “Appalachian”  in  character. 

Cannon  County,  Tenn.,  presents  a  pattern  of  distress  in  excess 
of  the  average  of  the  counties  which  presently  constitute  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region.  Its  per  capita  income  in  1960  was  $937  compared  to  a 
regional  average  of  $1,453.  Income  per  member  of  the  labor  force  was 
$2,327  compared  to  a  regional  average  of  $4,082  and  the  value  of 
product  sold  per  farm  was  $1,644  compared  to  $3,211.  Manufacturing 
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employment  in  the  county  fell  by  25.1  percent  in  the  fifties  while  for 
the  region  the  decline  was  1.9  percent;  55.2  percent  of  its  families 
earned  less  than  $3,000  compared  to  a  regional  average  of  30.7  percent. 
Between  1950  and  1960  the  county  lost  6.9  percent  of  its  population. 
None  of  the  county’s  population  is  urban  (though  almost  half  the 
regional  population  is  urbanized)  but  less  than  half  of  its  people  live 
on  farms.  Unemployment  in  the  county  was  less  than  half  the  regional 
average  which  is  probably  a  reflection  of  its  nonurban  structure.  This 
is  also  reflected  in  the  fact  that  its  proportion  of  white-collar  workers 
is  half  the  regional  average. 

Alabama 


The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee  also  provides  for  the  addition 
of  Lamar  and  Pickens  Counties  in  Alabama.  These  counties  share 
the  conditions  of  deprivation  as  the  present  Appalachian  area  of 
Alabama,  and  their  addition  to  the  region  will  preserve  contiguity 
between  the  Appalachian  counties  of  Alabama  and  Mississippi. 

Typically,  the  people  in  these  counties  are  considerably  poorer 
than  the  Appalachian  average.  Their  per  capita  incomes  are  roughly 
two-thirds  of  the  regional  average,  and  the  earnings  per  member  of 
the  labor  force  are  $1,500  per  year  less.  These  are  largely  agricultural 
counties  (Lamar  has  no  urban  population),  and  they  tend,  on  the 
average,  to  have  a  smaller  population  percentage  than  the  region  as 
a  whole  in  the  working  years.  They  have  about  half  the  regional  aver¬ 
age  in  white-collar  occupations  and  about  a  fourth  of  that  average 
in  manufacturing,  despite  some  manufacturing  employment  growth 
in  the  last  decade.  These  forces  have  combined  to  produce  significant 
declines  in  population. 

New  York 


The  committee  also  recommends  the  inclusion  of  Schoharie  County, 
N.Y.,  which  is  contiguous  to  the  13-county  area  of  that  State  now 
included  in  the  region.  The  accompanying  tables  fully  describe  the 
economic  condition  of  the  county  and  clearly  indicate  that  it  shares  the 
characteristics  of  other  counties  already  a  part  of  the  region. 


SCHOHARIE  COUNTY  VERSUS  APPALACHIA 


Schoharie 

County 

Appalachia 

Families  with  incomes  below  $3,000...  .  . 

27.9 

7. 11 

Unemployment  rate: 

Summer.  ..  .  ...  .  _ _  .  ... 

8.3 

5.2 

Winter . . 

13.0 

Per  capita  income . . . . . 

$1,459 

24.4 

$1,771 

9.1 

Rural  farm  population _ _ 

Commuting  labor  force . 

18.  4 

8.8 

Farm  family  level  of  living  index . . . . . . 

83 

108 

Income  per  member  of  labor  force . 

3,942 

$4, 519 

Statistical  changes  in  Schoharie  County 


Year  and  population: 

1900 _ 

1940 _ 

1950 _ 

1960 _ 


26,  854 
20,  812 
22,  703 
22,  615 


Year  and  number  of  farms: 

1875 _ 

1960 _ 


4,  000 
1,  100 
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INCOME  LEVELS  OF  FARMS 


Number  of  farms 

1954 

1959 

Gross  sales: 

Over  $10,000 . 

234 

383 

$2,500  to  $9,900 . 

836 

481 

Part  time . . . . . 

450 

315 

Labor  force  changes: 

8,372  employed. 

(—7.2  percent  since  1950). 

Social  security  receiving  benefits: 

1953 _  1,  059 

1963 _  3,  200 

FAMILY  INCOME 

Schoharie 

County 

Upstate 

New  York 

Median _  _ : _ _ _  _ 

$4, 592 
27.9 

$6,629 

12.6 

Under  $3,000  (percent) _ _ _ _ 

Over  $10,000  (percent)..  _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ 

7.8 

21.2 

NOTE.— Schoharie,  highest  county  in  New  York  State— “Under  $3,000”  and  3d  lowest,  "Over  $10,000.” 

SCHOOLS 


Schoharie 

County 

Upstate 

New  York 

School  age  population  (percent). 
School  costs  (pupil) _ 

+19.5 

$486 

45 

$526 

Section  403  of  the  1965  act  is  also  amended  by  the  reported  bill  by 
striking  the  language  of  the  Kennedy-Javits  amendment  since  it  was 
executed  when  the  Governor  of  New  York  and  the  Commission 
reached  an  agreement  on  the  counties  to  be  included  in  the  region. 

In  the  course  of  its  hearings,  the  committee  was  asked  to  consider 
the  expansion  of  the  region  to  include  additional  counties  in  several 
States.  The  committee  believes  that,  in  order  to  protect  the  integrity 
of  the  Appalachian  region,  any  further  expansion  of  its  boundaries 
should  be  considered  only  after  careful  study.  The  committee  bill 
therefore  also  amends  section  403  of  the  act  to  provide  that  no  change 
in  the  definition  of  the  region  shall  hereafter  be  proposed  or  considered 
by  the  Commission  except  as  directed  by  resolution  of  the  committee 
or  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  Senate. 

Title  11 — Amendments  to  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law  89-136) 

The  Appalachian  Commission  is  referred  to  as  the  prototype  for 
regional  commissions.  The  experience  gained  during  the  2  years 
the  program  has  been  in  operation  has  a  direct  bearing  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  regional  commissions  established  pursuant  to  title  V  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

Information  presented  to  the  committee  together  with  the  testi¬ 
mony  received  on  the  Appalachian  program  form  a  basis  for  the 
amendments  which  the  committee  has  reported.  Also,  testimony 
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developed  during  hearings  in  1965  on  Public  Law  89-136  support  the 
amendments  recommended  by  the  committee. 

The  development  of  the  other  regional  commissions,  five  in  number, 
has  been  unreasonably  slow.  Much  of  this  delay  is  the  result  of  the 
failure  to  make  funds  available  for  administrative  expenses  and 
technical  assistance.  Section  202  of  the  bill  seeks  to  remedy  that 
situation  by  adding  at  the  end  of  section  505(c)  language  which 
requires  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  allocate  to  each  of  the  commis¬ 
sions  funds  available  for  technical  assistance  and  research.  Section 
505(c),  as  it  was  enacted  in  1965,  authorized  an  annual  appropriation 
of  $15  million  for  technical  assistance  and  research  and  administrative 
expenses.  The  committee  recommends  that  not  to  exceed  $2.5  million 
of  these  funds  be  allocated  each  year  to  each  regional  commission  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  505.  This  will  insure  to  each  com¬ 
mission  the  funds  it  needs  to  function  properly. 

This  report  graphically  demonstrates  the  value  of  supplemental 
assistance  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  This  portion  of  the 
Appalachian  program  has  been  an  outstanding  success.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  aware  of  no  reason  why  a  similar  program  cannot  be  insti¬ 
tuted  for  the  other  regional  commissions  at  this  time.  The  committee, 
therefore,  recommends  a  program  similar  to  that  contained  in  section 
214  of  the  Appalachian  Act  which  would  authorize  funds  to  each  of 
the  commissions  to  supplement  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  The 
committee  language  authorizes  $5  million  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  $10 
million  for  fiscal  year  1969  for  each  of  the  commissions. 

It  is  expected  that  these  funds  wall  be  applied  in  the  same  manner 
as  they  have  been  applied  under  the  Appalachian  Act.  Funds  are 
authorized  to  the  Secretary  to  be  available,  upon  the  specific  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Federal  cochairmen  of  the  various  commissions  for 
programs  and  projects  approved  by  the  commissions.  These  programs 
and  projects  will  be  submitted  to  the  responsible  Federal  agencies  for 
implementation  and  shall  be  compatible  with  the  laws  applicable  to 
the  programs  they  seek  to  supplement.  The  regional  commissions 
involved  must  approve  each  program  or  project  in  accordance  with  the 
criteria  in  section  504  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act.  The  commission  determination  of  applicability  shall  be  con¬ 
trolling.  All  programs  and  projects  for  such  supplements  shall  be 
based  on  a  long-range  comprehensive  economic  plan  which  is  required 
by  the  amendment  to  section  503  contained  in  section  201  of  S.  602. 

Funds  so  authorized  may  be  used  to  increase  the  Federal  share  up 
to  80  percent  of  any  covered  program.  To  further  in  sure  that  the  States 
will  be  preeminent  in  deciding  what  projects  shall  be  undertaken,  all 
applications  for  such  supplements  must  come  through  the  State 
members  of  the  commissions. 

The  committee  believes  that  a  significant  factor  in  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission’s  successful  administration  of  its  supplemental 
program  has  been  the  requirement  that  “public  investment  made  in 
the  region  *  *  *  shall  be  concentrated  where  there  is  a  significant 
potential  for  future  growth  and  where  the  expected  return  on  public 
dollars  invested  will  be  the  greatest.”  The  committee  intends  the 
same  standard  to  apply  in  this  program.  Pending  the  completion 
of  the  required  comprehensive  economic  plan  for  each  region,  the 
Secretary  may  provide  supplementary  funds  if  he  finds  that  sufficient 
progress  has  been  made  in  their  development. 
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It  is  the  committee’s  earnest  hope  that  the  amendment  to  section 
505(c)  and  the  addition  of  the  supplement  for  grants-in-aid  will 
enable  the  commissions,  which  have  been  established  in  the  Ozarks, 
Upper  Great  Lakes,  New  England,  Coastal  Plains,  and  Four  Corners 
regions,  to  more  adequately  meet  the  needs  of  the  people  of  those 
regions,  and  that  they  will  achieve  a  meaningful  level  of  operations 
within  the  near  future. 

The  purpose  of  these  amendments  is  to  reaffirm  the  congressional 
intent  that  cooperative  State-Federal  programs  be  established  in 
these  regions,  in  addition  to  the  Appalachian  region,  so  that  the 
benefits  of  this  kind  of  program  may  be  realized  in  other  areas  of 
regional  underdevelopment.  The  committee  looks  to  the  commissions 
as  the  means  of  stimulating  their  economic  rebirth. 

Section-by-Section  Analysis  of  S.  602  as  Reported  to  the 
House  of  Representatives 

TITLE  I 

Section  101 

Short  title,  citing  title  I  as  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  Amendments  of  1967. 

Section  1 02 — Functions  oj  the  Commission 

This  section  amends  section  102  of  the  act  to  eliminate  clause  (9) 
concerning  advice  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  on  grants  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  local  development  districts.  The  amendment  is 
appropriate  in  view  of  section  120  of  the  bill  which  transfers  from  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  Commission  the  authority  to  approve 
such  grants. 

Section  103 — Administrative  expenses  oj  the  Commission 

This  section  amends  section  105  of  the  act  to  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $1,700,000  to  the  Commission  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969,  including  $400,000  for  expenses  of  the  Federal 
cochairman  and  his  staff.  Commission  expenses  are  to  be  shared 
50-50  by  the  Federal  Government  and  the  States,  except  that  the 
Federal  Government  will  bear  the  full  cost  of  the  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Federal  cochairman  and  his  staff. 

Section  10 J — Administrative  powers  oj  the  Commission 

This  section  amends  section  106  of  the  act  to  authorize  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  lease  office  space  for  any  term  expiring  not  later  than  June 
30,  1971. 

Section  105 — Commission  Employee  Protection 

This  section  adds  a  new  section  109  to  title  I  of  the  act.  It  permits 
Federal  agencies  to  treat  service  with  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission,  or  with  any  regional  commission  established  pursuant 
to  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  as 
Federal  service,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was  a  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  immediately  prior  to  such  commission  service  but  who  returns 
to  Federal  employment  within  6  months  after  completing  such  com¬ 
mission  service. 
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Section  106 — Appalachian  Highway  Program 

This  section  amends  section  201  of  the  act  as  follows: 

(1)  Authorizes  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  the  President  for  the 
highway  program.  Transfers  to  the  Commission  all  other  functions  of 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  not  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Trans¬ 
portation  under  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act.  The  Secretary 
of  Transportation  will  continue  to  carry  out  the  program. 

(2)  Provides  an  authorization  of  $715  million  for  the  4-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1971.  This  increases  the  total  authorization  for 
the  highway  program  from  $840  million  to  $1,015  million  in  order  to 
provide  for  the  construction  of  an  east-west  corridor  in  New  York 
State  and  a  connecting  corridor  in  Pennsylvania,  and  an  additional  $35 
million  for  the  access  road  program. 

(3)  Increases  the  construction  mileage  limitation  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system  from  2,350  miles  to  2,700  miles,  and  the  access 
road  mileage  limitation  from  1,000  to  1,200  miles. 

(4)  Permits  States  to  give  preference  to  indigenous  “materials  and 
products’’  in  highway  construction.  Present  authority  permits  pref¬ 
erence  for  indigenous  “mineral  resource  materials.” 

(5)  Permits  the  Appalachian  States  to  construct,  with  their  own 
funds,  development  highway  projects  which  meet  Commission  criteria 
under  regular  Federal  aid  highway  procedures,  subject  to  possible 
Federal  reimbursement  from  future  appropriations.  This  provision 
may  not  be  used  to  increase  the  total  construction  authorization. 

Section  107- — Demonstration  health  projects 

This  section  amends  section  202  of  tbe  act  to  authorize  $50  million 
for  the  demonstration  health  program  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1969.  This  is  in  addition  to  the  $23.5  million  previously 
appropriated,  which  will  continue  to  be  available  until  expended  for 
the  purposes  of  this  section. 

The  amendment  broadens  section  202  to  authorize  the  use  of  funds 
for  the  acquisition  of  privately  owned  facilities  not  operated  for  profit 
where  needed  to  provide  an  integrated  system  of  health  services. 
Funds  also  will  be  available  to  support  the  Commission’s  Advisor}7 
Health  Committee  and  to  provide  75-percent  planning  grants  for 
developing  and  evaluating  demonstration  health  projects. 

Operating  deficit  grants  will  no  longer  be  limited  to  facilities  con¬ 
structed  with  section  202  funds.  Funds  may  be  used  for  an  existing 
hospital  or  any  other  health  facility  which  is  a  component  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project,  including  a  facility  constructed  under  title  I 
of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act.  Operating 
grants  may  be  made  only  for  facilities  which  are  publicly  owned  or 
are  owned  by  a  nonprofit  organization  and  not  operated  for  profit. 
Projects  must  be  conducted  under  good  management  practices. 

Construction  or  equipment  grants  may  be  funded  either  entirely 
from  section  202  or  from  a  combination  of  202  grants  and  grants 
from  other  programs  such  as  the  Hill-Burton,  the  mental  retardation 
facilities,  and  the  community  mental  health  programs,  and  will  be 
made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  such  acts. 

Section  108 — Land  stabilization,  conservation,  and  erosion  control 

This  section  continues  the  program  authorized  by  section  203  of  the 
act  and  provides  $19  million  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June 
30,  1969. 
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Section  109 — Timber  development  organizations 

This  section  continues  the  technical  assistance  and  loan  programs 
authorized  under  section  204  of  the  act  and  authorizes  $1  million  for 
the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969. 

Section  110 — Mining  area  restoration 

This  section  amends  section  205  of  the  act  to  authorize  $30  million 
for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  20,  1969.  The  amendment 
permits  Federal  participation  in  reasonable  project  planning  and 
engineering  costs  and  permits  the  States  to  apply  costs  incurred  for 
land  acquisition  toward  their  non-Federal  share  of  project  costs. 
The  program  for  sealing  and  filling  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  is 
broadened  to  include  abandoned  oil  and  gas  wells,  and  the  strip  and 
surface  mine  reclamation  program  is  broadened  to  authorize  the 
reclamation  of  areas  covered  with  waste  from  surface  and  subsurface 
mining  activities.  The  amendment  also  eliminates  the  present  author¬ 
ity  for  expanding  and  accelerating  fish  and  wildlife  restoration  projects. 

Section  111 — Water  resources  survey 

This  section  amends  section  206  of  the  act  to  authorize  $2  million 
for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  complete  the  water 
resources  survey  of  the  region. 

Section  112— Assistance  jor  planning  and  other  preliminary  expenses  oj 
proposed  housing  projects  under  section  221  oj  the  National  Housing 
Act 

This  section  adds  a  new  section  207  to  title  II  of  the  act.  It  provides 
advances,  loans,  and  grants,  for  planning  and  technical  assistance  to 
stimulate  the  use  of  the  insured  mortgage  program  provided  by  section 
221  of  the  National  Housing  Act  in  areas  of  the  region  determined  by 
the  Commission  to  have  significant  potential  for  future  growth. 

A  revolving  fund  is  established  and  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  is  authorized  to  make  loans  from  the  fund  for  up 
to  80  percent  of  the  preliminary  costs  of  planning  a  project  and  of 
obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section  221  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  including  such  cost  as  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses 
of  market  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  fees, 
site  options,  FHA  and  FNMA  fees,  and  construction  loan  fees  and 
discounts.  Loans  may  be  made  without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or 
below-market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under 
section  221.  The  Secretary  can  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any 
part  of  a  loan  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is  unable  to  recover  from  the 
proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221. 

Section  207  also  authorizes  technical  assistance  grants  from  the 
revolving  fund  for  up  to  80  percent  of  the  administrative  expenses,  not 
recoverable  under  a  section  221  insured  mortgage,  which  are  incurred 
incident  to  planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage, 
such  as  the  preparation  of  applications  to  FHA  and  FNMA,  coordi¬ 
nation,  and  management  activities. 

Five  million  dollars  is  authorized  to  carry  out  this  section. 

Section  113 — Vocational  education  jacilities 

This  section  amends  section  211  of  the  act  to  authorize  $26  million 
for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  The  amendment 
makes  these  funds  available  for  equipping  existing  facilities  as  well  as 
the  construction  and  equipment  of  new  facilities. 
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Section  114-Sewage  treatment  works 

This  section  amends  section  212  of  the  act  providing  assistance  for 
sewage  treatment  works,  to  authorize  $6  million  for  the  2-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969. 

Section  115— Amendments  to  National  Housing  Act  oj  1954 

This  section  amends  section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  to  make 
local  development  districts,  certified  to  the  Commission  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  States  in  which  they  are  located,  eligible  for  75-percent 
grants  for  comprehensive  planning  in  their  areas,  and  for  planning 
Appalachian  region  programs. 

Section  116 — Supplements  to  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 

This  section  amends  section  214  of  the  act  to  authorize  $71  million 
for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  The  President  is 
authorized  to  provide  supplemental  grant  funds  for  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  assisting  in  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities 
or  the  acquisition  of  land,  enacted  on  or  before  August  1,  1967.  The 
amendment  also  adds  a  new  provision  designed  to  eliminate  unneces¬ 
sary  duplication  of  requirements  for  documentation  in  connection 
with  the  approval  of  basic  and  supplemental  grants.  Where  a  grant 
applicant  is  required  to  submit  specific  documentation  to  the  head  of  a 
Federal  department  or  agency  administering  a  basic  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  such  documentation  will  be  accepted  by  the  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man  in  considering  a  supplemental  grant. 

Section  1 1 7 — Maintenance  of  effort 

This  section  amends  section  221  of  the  act  to  make  it  clear  that  a 
State’s  expenditures  for  participation  in  the  Interstate  System  and 
expenditures  of  local  funds  are  not  to  be  considered  in  determining 
compliance  with  section  221. 

Section  118 — Program  implementation 

This  section  amends  section  223  of  the  act  to  redefine  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  the  Commission  and  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
The  amendment  provides  that,  with  respect  to  applying  Appalachian 
Act  program  criteria,  the  Commission’s  judgment  shall  be  final  and 
not  subject  to  further  review  by  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
However,  no  program  or  project  is  to  be  implemented  until  the  appli¬ 
cation  and  plans  related  thereto  have  been  determined  by  the  respon¬ 
sible  Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and 
objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  act.  The  technical  evaluation  of  projects  and  the 
actual  accomplishment  of  programs  and  projects  continues  to  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 

Section  119 — Program  development  criteria 

This  section  amends  section  224  of  the  act  to  conform  to  the  rede-  • 
fined  role  of  the  Commission  in  approving  rather  than  recommending 
projects,  and  to  make  it  clear  that  no  financial  assistance  under  the 
act  may  be  used  to  assist  establishments  relocating  from  one  area  to 
another. 

Section  120 — Grants  for  administrative  expenses  of  local  development  dis¬ 
tricts  and  for  research  and  demonstration  projects 
This  section  amends  section  302  of  the  act  to  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  the  administrative  expenses 
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of  local  development  districts  and  for  investigation,  research,  studies, 
technical  assistance,  and  demonstration  projects  and  for  training  pro¬ 
grams,  which  will  further  the  purposes  of  the  act.  The  Commission 
and  all  recipients  of  Federal  assistance  are  required  to  maintain  ade¬ 
quate  records  with  respect  to  such  assistance  and  to  make  them 
available  for  Federal  audit. 

The  amendment  also  provides  for  the  Commission  to  make  a  study 
in  cooperation  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  other  Federal 
and  State  agencies,  of  acid  pollution  in  the  region  resulting  from  mining 
activities  and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  with  the  objective  of  devel¬ 
oping  a  program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination 
of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution. 
The  Commission  is  required  to  submit  a  report,  including  specific 
recommendations  for  the  program  and  the  policies  under  which  it 
should  be  conducted,  to  the  President  for  transmittal  to  the  Congress 
together  with  his  recommendations,  not  later  than  March  31,  1969. 

Ten  million  dollars  is  authorized  to  carry  out  this  section  for  the 
2  fiscal  year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $3 
million  is  to  be  available  for  the  acid  mine  pollution  study. 

Section  121 — Project  approval 

This  section  amends  section  303  of  the  act  to  clarify  the  procedure 
and  responsibilities  for  processing  and  evaluation  of  applications  for 
assistance  under  the  act.  Applications  must  be  submitted  through  the 
appropriate  State  member  of  the  Commission  and  evaluated  by  him. 
Only  those  applications  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirement  of  the  act  and  submitted  by  him  to  the 
Commission  may  receive  Commission  approval. 

The  amendment  also  includes  a  provision  that  the  Commission  shall 
not  approve  a  project  unless  it  is  satisfied  that  the  project  will  be 
properly  administered,  operated,  and  maintained. 

Section  122 — Authorization  of  appropriations 

This  section  amends  section  401  of  the  act  to  authorize  appropriations 
to  the  President  of  not  to  exceed  $220  million  for  the  2  fiscal  year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  be  available  until  expended,  to  carry 
out  the  respective  provisions  of  the  act,  excepting  sections  105  and 
201  which  contain  their  own  authorizations. 

Section  128 — Definition  of  Appalachian  region 

This  section  amends  section  403  of  the  act  to  redefine  the  region  by 
adding  to  counties  in  Alabama,  20  counties  in  Mississippi,  14  counties 
in  New  York  (including  13  counties  added  to  the  region  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  1965  pursuant  to  sec.  403),  and  one  county  in  Tennessee. 

The  amendment  also  includes  language  which  prohibits  the  Com¬ 
mission  from  proposing  or  considering  any  further  changes  in  the 
definition  of  the  region  except  at  the  direction  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  or  of  the  Senate. 

Title  II — Amendments  to  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 

Development  Act  of  1965 

Section  201— Functions  of  Commission 

This  section  amends  section  503  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  by  adding  to  the  functions  of  each  regional 
commission  established  under  such  act  the  responsibility  for  developing 
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a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce. 

Section  202 — Regional  technical  and  planning  assistance 

This  section  amends  section  505  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  to  provide  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
will  allocate  $2^  million  for  each  fiscal  year  to  each  regional  commis¬ 
sion  established  under  the  act  for  the  purposes  of  the  section,  including 
grants  to  each  commission  for  investigations,  studies,  plans,  and  re¬ 
search,  and  for  administrative  expenses  of  each  commission. 

Section  203— Supplements  to  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
This  section  amends  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  by  adding  a  new  supplemental  grant  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  regional  commissions  established  under  that  title.  The 
Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  implement  the  program  for 
each  regional  commission  which  makes  reasonable  progress  towards 
the  development  of  its  comprehensive  economic  plan.  Supplemental 
grants  may  be  used  to  increase  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  projects 
recommended  by  the  regional  commission  to  a  maximum  of  80  percent 
thereof.  These  grants  may  be  made  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
in  existence  on  or  before  August  1,  1967,  assisting  in  the  acquisition 
of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities.  Five  million 
dollars  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  region  for  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  an  additional  $10  million  for  each  region 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

Section  204 — Administration ,  operation,  and  maintenance 

This  section  amends  title  VI  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  by  adding  a  new  section  which  provides 
that  no  assistance  shall  be  approved  under  the  act  unless  the  responsi¬ 
ble  Federal  official  is  satisfied  that  the  project  will  be  properly  and 
efficiently  administered,  operated,  and  maintained. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW  MADE  BY  THE  BILL, 

AS  REPORTED 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  lawr  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

AN  ACT  To  provide  public  works  and  economic  development  programs  and 
the  planning  and  coordination  needed  to  assist  in  development  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965”. 

FINDINGS  AND  STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  The  Congress  hereby  finds  and  declares  that  the  Appalachian 
region  of  the  United  States,  while  abundant  in  natural  resources  and 
rich  in  potential,  lags  behind  the  rest  of  the  Nation  in  its  economic 
growth  and  that  its  people  have  not  shared  properly  in  the  Nation’s 
prosperity.  The  region’s  uneven  past  development,  with  its  historical 
reliance  on  a  few  basic  industries  and  a  marginal  agriculture,  has 
failed  to  provide  the  economic  base  that  is  a  vital  prerequisite  for 
vigorous,  self-sustaining  growth.  The  State  and  local  governments 
and  the  people  of  the  region  understand  their  problems  and  have  been 
working  and  will  continue  to  work  purposefully  toward  their  solution. 
The  Congress  recognizes  the  comprehensive  report  of  the  President’s 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  documenting  these  findings  and 
concludes  that  regionwide  development  is  feasible,  desirable,  and 
urgently  needed.  It  is,  therefore,  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  assist  the 
region  in  meeting  its  special  problems,  to  promote  its  economic  devel¬ 
opment,  and  to  establish  a  framework  for  joint  Federal  and  State 
efforts  toward  providing  the  basic  facilities  essential  to  its  growth  and 
attacking  its  common  problems  and  meeting  its  common  needs  on  a 
coordinated  and  concerted  regional  basis.  The  public  investments 
made  in  the  region  under  this  Act  shall  be  concentrated  in  areas  where 
there  is  a  significant  potential  for  future  growth,  and  where  the  ex¬ 
pected  return  on  public  dollars  invested  will  be  the  greatest.  The 
States  will  be  responsible  for  recommending  local  and  State  projects, 
within  their  borders,  which  will  receive  assistance  under  this  Act.  As 
the  region  obtains  the  needed  physical  and  transportation  facilities 
and  develops  its  human  resources,  the  Congress  expects  that  the 
region  will  generate  a  diversified  industry,  and  that  the  region  will  then 
be  able  to  support  itself,  through  the  workings  of  a  strengthened 
free  enterprise  economy. 
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TITLE  I— THE  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  COMMISSION 

MEMBERSHIP  AND  VOTING 

Sec.  101.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  an  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Commission”)  which  shall 
be  composed  of  one  Federal  member,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
“Federal  Cochairman,”  appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  one  member  from  each  partici¬ 
pating  State  in  the  Appalachian  region.  The  Federal  Cochairman 
shall  be  one  of  the  two  Cochairmen  of  the  Commission.  Each  State 
member  may  be  the  Governor,  or  his  designee,  or  such  other  person 
as  may  be  provided  by  the  law  of  the  State  which  he  represents.  The 
State  members  of  the  Commission  shall  elect  a  Cochairman  of  the 
Commission  from  among  their  number. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  105,  decisions  by  the  Commission 
shall  require  the  affirmative  vote  of  the  Federal  Cochairman  and  of  a 
majority  of  the  State  members  (exclusive  of  members  representing 
States  delinquent  under  section  105).  In  matters  coming  before  the  | 
Commission,  the  Federal  Cochairman  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
consult  with  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies  having  an  interest 
in  the  subject  matter. 

(c)  Each  State  member  shall  have  an  alternate,  appointed  by  the 
Governor  or  as  otherwise  may  be  provided  by  the  law  of  the  State 
which  he  represents.  The  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  appoint  an  alternate  for  the  Federal 
Cochairman.  An  alternate  shall  vote  in  the  event  of  the  absence,  death, 
disability,  removal,  or  resignation  of  the  State  or  Federal  representa¬ 
tive  for  which  he  is  an  alternate. 

(d)  The  Federal  Cochairman  shall  be  compensated  by  the  Federal 

Government  at  level  IV  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule 
of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Act  of  1964.  His  alternate  shall  be 
compensated  by  the  Federal  Government  at  not  to  exceed  the  maxi¬ 
mum  scheduled  rate  for  grade  GS-18  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  and  when  not  actively  serving  as  an  alternate  for  the 
Federal  Cochairman  shall  perform  such  functions  and  duties  as  are 
delegated  to  him  by  the  Federal  Cochairman.  Each  State  member 
and  his  alternate  shall  be  compensated  by  the  State  which  they 
represent  at  the  rate  established  by  the  law  of  such  State.  ( 

FUNCTIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  102.  In  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  Commission 
shall— 

(1)  develop,  on  a  continuing  basis,  comprehensive  and  co¬ 
ordinated  plans  and  programs  and  establish  priorities  thereunder, 
giving  due  consideration  to  other  Federal,  State,  and  local 
planning  in  the  region; 

(2)  conduct  and  sponsor  investigations,  research,  and  studies, 
including  an  inventory  and  analysis  of  the  resources  of  the  region, 
and,  in  cooperation  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies, 
sponsor  demonstration  projects  designed  to  foster  regional 
productivity  and  growth; 

(3)  review  and  study,  in  cooperation  with  the  agency  involved, 
Federal,  State,  and  local  public  and  private  programs  and,  where 
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appropriate,  recommend  modifications  or  additions  which  will 
increase  their  effectiveness  in  the  region ; 

(4)  formulate  and  recommend,  where  appropriate,  interstate 
compacts  and  other  forms  of  interstate  cooperation,  and  work 
with  State  and  local  agencies  in  developing  appropriate  model 
legislation ; 

(5)  encourage  the  formation  of  local  development  districts; 

(6)  encourage  private  investment  in  industrial,  commercial, 
and  recreational  projects; 

(7)  serve  as  a  focal  point  and  coordinating  unit  for  Appa¬ 
lachian  programs;  and 

(8)  provide  a  forum  for  consideration  of  problems  of  the 
region  and  proposed  solutions  and  establish  and  utilize,  as  appro¬ 
priate,  citizens  and  special  advisory  councils  and  public  confer¬ 
ences!^;  and]. 

[(9)  advise  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  on  applications  for 
grants  for  administrative  expenses  to  local  development  districts.] 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Sec.  103.  The  Commission  may,  from  time  to  time,  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  President  and  to  the  State  Governors  and  appropri¬ 
ate  local  officials  with  respect  to — 

(1)  the  expenditure  of  funds  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  in  the  region  in  the  fields  of  natural 
resources,  agriculture,  education,  training,  hea’th  and  welfare, 
and  other  fields  related  to  the  purposes  of  this  Act;  and 

(2)  such  additional  Federal,  State,  and,  local  legislation  or 
administrative  actions  as  the  Commission  deems  necessary  to 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

LIAISON  BETWEEN  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  AND  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  104.  The  President  shall  provide  effective  and  continuing 
liaison  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  Commission  and  a 
coordinated  review  within  the  Federal  Government  of  the  plans  and 
recommendations  submitted  by  the  Commission  pursuant  to  sections 
102  and  103. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on  [June  30  of  the  second 
full  Federal  fiscal  year  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act] 
June  30,  1967,  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government.  Thereafter,  such  expenses  shall 
be  paid  [equally]  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
50  per  centum  by  the  States  in  the  region,  except  that  the  expenses  oj 
the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely 
by  the  Federal  Government.  The  share  to  be  paid  by  each  State  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Commission.  The  Federal  Cochairman  shall 
not  participate  or  vote  in  such  determination.  No  assistance  authorized 
by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political  sub¬ 
division  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State  member  of 
the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any  determination  by  the 
Commission  while  such  State  is  delinquent  in  payment  of  its  share  of 
such  expenses. 
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[(b)  Not  to  exceed  $2,200,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

(6)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended,  not  to  exceed 
$1 ,700,000  for  the  two-Jiscal-year  period  ending  June  SO,  1969.  Not  to 
exceed  $400,000  oj  such  authorization  shall  be  available  jor  the  expenses 
oj  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations  under  the  authorization  in  this  section  prior 
to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  oj  1967  shall  remain  available  jor  the  purposes  of  this  section,  as 
amended,  until  expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  POWERS  OF  COMMISSION 

Sec.  106.  To  carry  out  its  duties  under  this  Act,  the  Commission  is 
authorized  to — 

(1)  adopt,  amend,  and  repeal  bylaws,  rules,  and  regulations 
governing  the  conduct  of  its  business  and  the  performance  of  its 
functions. 

(2)  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  an  executive  director 
and  such  other  personnel  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  carry  out  its  functions,  except  that  such  compensation 
shall  not  exceed  the  salary  of  the  alternate  to  the  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man  on  the  Commission  as  provided  in  section  101.  No  member, 
alternate,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  Commission,  other  than  the 
Federal  Cochairman  on  the  Commission,  his  staff,  and  his  alter¬ 
nate  and  Federal  employees  detailed  to  the  Commission  under 
paragraph  (3)  shall  be  deemed  a  Federal  employee  for  any 
purpose. 

(3)  request  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency 
(who  is  hereby  so  authorized)  to  detail  to  temporary  duty  with 
the  Commission  such  personnel  within  his  administrative  juris¬ 
diction  as  the  Commission  may  need  for  carrying  out  its  functions, 
each  such  detail  to  be  without  loss  of  seniority,  pay,  or  other 
employee  status. 

(4)  arrange  for  the  services  of  personnel  from  any  State  or 
local  government  or  any  subdivision  or  agency  thereof,  or  any 
intergovernmental  agency. 

(5)  make  arrangements,  including  contracts,  with  any  partici¬ 
pating  State  government  for  inclusion  in  a  suitable  retirement 
and  employee  benefit  system  of  such  of  its  personnel  as  may  not 
be  eligible  for,  or  continue  in,  another  governmental  retirement 
or  employee  benefit  system,  or  otherwise  provide  for  such  coverage 
of  its  personnel.  The  Civil  Service  Commission  of  the  United 
States  is  authorized  to  contract  with  the  Commission  for  continued 
coverage  of  Commission  employees,  who  at  date  of  Commission 
employment  are  Federal  employees,  in  the  retirement  program 
and  other  employee  benefit  programs  of  the  Federal  Government. 

(6)  accept,  use,  and  dispose  of  gifts  or  donations  of  services  or 
property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  tangible  or  intangible. 

(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases  ( including ,  not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provision  oj  law,  the  lease  oj  office  space  jor 
any  term  expiring  no  later  than  June  80,  1971),  cooperative  agree¬ 
ments,  or  other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying  out 
its  functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate,  with 
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any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  United  States 
(which  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the  extent  not  otherwise  prohibited 
by  law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation. 

(8)  maintain  a  temporary  office  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  establish  a  permanent  office  at  such  a  central  and  appropriate 
location  as  it  may  select  and  field  offices  at  such  other  places  as  it 
may  deem  appropriate. 

(9)  take  such  other  actions  and  incur  such  other  expenses  as 
may  be  necessary  or  appropriate. 

INFORMATION 

Sec.  107.  In  order  to  obtain  information  needed  to  carry  out  its 
duties,  the  Commission  shall — 

(1)  hold  such  hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places, 
take  such  testimony,  receive  such  evidence,  and  print  or  otherwise 
reproduce  and  distribute  so  much  of  its  proceedings  and  reports 
thereon  as  it  may  deem  advisable,  a  Cochairman  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  or  any  member  of  the  Commission  designated  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  purpose,  being  hereby  authorized  to  administer 
oaths  when  it  is  determined  by  the  Commission  that  testimony 
shall  be  taken  or  evidence  received  under  oath ; 

(2)  arrange  for  the  head  of  any  Federal,  State,  or  local  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  (who  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the  extent  not 
otherwise  prohibited  by  law)  to  furnish  to  the  Commission  such 
information  as  may  be  available  to  or  procurable  by  such  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency;  and 

(3)  keep  accurate  and  complete  records  of  its  doings  and 
transactions  which  shall  be  made  available  for  public  inspection, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  by  the  Comptroller 
General  or  his  duly  authorized  representatives. 

PERSONAL  FINANCIAL  INTERESTS 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Except  as  permitted  by  subsection  (b)  hereof,  no 
State  member  or  alternate  and  no  officer  or  employee  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  participate  personally  and  substantially  as  member, 
alternate,  officer,  or  employee,  through  decision,  approval,  disap¬ 
proval,  recommendation,  the  rendering  of  advice,  investigation,  or 
otherwise,  in  any  proceeding,  application,  request  for  a  ruling  or 
other  determination,  contract,  claim,  controversy,  or  other  particular 
matter  in  which,  to  his  knowledge,  he,  his  spouse,  minor  child,  partner, 
organization  (other  than  a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof)  in 
which  he  is  serving  as  officer,  director,  trustee,  partner,  or  employee, 
or  any  person  or  organization  with  whom  he  is  serving  as  officer, 
director,  trustee,  partner,  or  employee,  or  any  person  or  organization 
with  whom  he  is  negotiating  or  has  any  arrangement  concerning 
prospective  employment,  has  a  financial  interest.  Any  person  who 
shall  violate  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  fined  not  more 
than  $10,000,  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both. 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  hereof  shall  not  apply  if  the  State  member, 
alternate,  officer,  or  employee  first  advises  the  Commission  of  the  na¬ 
ture  and  circumstances  of  the  proceeding,  application,  request  for 
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a  ruling  or  other  determination,  contract,  claim,  controversy,  or  other 
particular  matter  and  makes  full  disclosure  of  the  financial  interest 
and  receives  in  advance  a  written  determination  made  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  that  the  interest  is  not  so  substantial  as  to  be  deemed  likely 
to  affect  the  integrity  of  the  services  which  the  Commission  may  ex¬ 
pect  from  such  State  member,  alternate,  officer,  or  employee. 

(c)  No  State  member  or  alternate  shall  receive  any  salary,  or  any 
contribution  to  or  supplementation  of  salary  for  his  services  on  the 
Commission  from  any  source  other  than  his  State.  INo  person  detailed 
to  serve  the  Commission  under  authority  of  paragraph  (4)  of  sec¬ 
tion  106  shall  receive  any  salary  or  any  contribution  to  or  supple¬ 
mentation  of  salary  for  his  services  on  the  Commission  from  any 
source  other  than  the  State,  local,  or  intergovernmental  department 
or  agency  from  which  he  was  detailed  or  from  the  Commission.  Any 
person  who  shall  violate  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  fined 
not  more  than  $5,000,  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  subsection  of  this  section,  the 
Federal  Cochairman  and  his  alternate  on  the  Commission  and  any 
Federal  officers  or  employees  detailed  to  duty  with  it  pursuant  to  | 
paragraph  (3)  of  section  106  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  such  subsection 
but  shall  remain  subject  to  sections  202  through  209  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code. 

(e)  The  Commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  declare  void  and  re¬ 
scind  any  contract,  loan,  or  grant  of  or  by  the  Commission  in  relation 
to  which  it  finds  that  there  has  been  a  violation  of  subsection  (a)  or 
(c)  of  this  section,  or  any  of  the  provisions  of  sections  202  through 
209,  title  18,  United  States  Code. 

COMMISSION  EMPLOYEE  PROTECTIONS 

Sec.  109.  Section  583 f  (a )  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “For  the  'purpose 
of  this  subsection,  an  individual  employed  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  under  section  106 {a)  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  or  by  a  regional  commission  established  pursuant  to 
section  502  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965, 
under  section  506(2 )  of  such  Act,  who  was  a  Federal  employee  immediately 
prior  to  such  employment  by  a  commission  and  within  six  months  after 
separation  from  such  employment  is  employed  in  a  position  to  which  this  | 
subchapter  applies,  shall  be  treated  as  if  transferred  from  a  position  in  the 
executive  branch  to  which  this  subchapter  does  not  apply." 

TITLE  II— SPECIAL  APPALACHIAN  PROGRAMS 
Part  A — New  Programs 

APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

[Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Transportation  is  authorized  to 
assist  in  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  development  highwaj7 
system  serving  the  Appalachian  region  (the  length  of  which  shall  not 
exceed  two  thousand  three  hundred  and  fifty  miles.  In  addition  there¬ 
to,  there  are  authorized  to  be  constructed  not  in  excess  of  one  thousand 
miles  of  local  access  roads,  that  will  serve  specific  recreational,  resi¬ 
dential,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like  facilities  or  wall  facilitate 
a  school  consolidation  program).  The  system,  in  conjunction  with  the 
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Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid  highways  in  the  region  will 
provide  a  highway  system  which  will  open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a 
developmental  potential  where  commerce  and  communication  have 
been  inhibited  by  lack  of  adequate  access.  The  provisions  of  title  23, 
that  are  applicable  to  Federal-aid  primary  highways,  and  which  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  determines  are  not  inconsistent  with 
this  Act,  shall  apply  to  the  Appalachian  development  highway  system, 
and  the  local  access  roads. 

[(b)  As  soon  as  feasible,  the  Commission  shall  submit  to  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  its  recommendations  with  respect  to  (1)  the 
general  corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  development  highways, 
(2)  the  designation  of  local  access  roads  to  be  constructed,  (3)  priorities 
for  construction  of  the  local  access  roads  and  of  the  major  segments 
of  the  development  highways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the  program 
authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State  member  participates  in 
or  votes  on  such  recommendations,  he  shall  have  obtained  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  State  highway  department  of  the  State  which  he 
represents. 

[(c)  Such  recommendations  as  are  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
for  his  approval.  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
approve  any  recommendations  for  any  construction  which  would  re¬ 
quire  for  its  completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  (other  than 
funds  available  under  title  23)  in  excess  of  the  appropriation  author¬ 
izations  in  subsection  (g).  On  its  completion  each  development  high¬ 
way  not  already  on  the  Federal- aid  primary  system  shall  be  added 
to  such  system  and  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the  State. 

[(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  authorized  under 
this  section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use  of  mineral 
resource  materials  indigenous  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

[(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in  the  use  of 
coal  and  coal  products  in  highway  construction  and  maintenance,  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  is  authorized  to  require  each  participating 
State,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the 
construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  roads  authorized 
under  this  Act. 

[(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  project, 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  the  Secretary  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  determine,  pursuant  to  the  recommendation  of  the  Commission, 
that  assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  required  in  furtherance 
of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such  Federal  assistance 
exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

[(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  $840,000,000  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  who  shall 
transfer  funds  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  for  administration 
of  projects  approved  by  both  Secretaries.] 

Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system  which,  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid  highways  in  the 
Appalachian  region,  will  open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental 
potential  where  commerce  and  communication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack 
of  adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  ( hereafter  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  referred  to  as  the  “ Secretary ”)  is  authorized  to  assist  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  an  Appalachian  development  highway  system  and  local  access 
roads  serving  the  Appalachian  region.  The  provisions  of  title  23,  United 
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States  Code,  that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  oj 
Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  which  the  Secretary 
determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  apply,  respectively ,  to 
the  development  highway  system  and  the  local  access  roads.  Construction 
on  the  development  highway  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  seven 
hundred  miles.  Construction  oj  local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed  one 
thousand  two  hundred  miles  that  will  serve  specific  recreational,  residential, 
educational,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like  facilities  or  will  facilitate 
a  school  consolidation  program. 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary  its  designations  of 

( 1 )  the  general  corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  development  highways, 

(2)  local  access  roads  to  be  constructed,  ( 8 )  priorities  for  the  construction 
of  segments  of  the  development  highways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the 
program  authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State  member  participates 
in  or  votes  on  such  designations,  he  shall  have  obtained  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  State  highway  department  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

( c )  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist  in  any  construction  (■ including 
right-of-way  acquisition )  which  would  require  for  its  completion  the 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds  ( other  than  funds  available  under  title  28, 
United  States  Code )  in  excess  of  the  appropriations  authorization  in 
subsection  (g).  On  its  completion  each  development  highway  not  already 
on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be  added  to  such  system  and  each 
development  highway  and  local  access  road  shall  be  required  to  be  main¬ 
tained  by  the  State  as  provided  for  Federal-aid.  highways  in  title  23, 
United  States  Code. 

id)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  authorized  under  this 
section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use  of  materials  and 
products  indigenous  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in  the  use  of  coal  and 
coal  products  in  highway  construction  and  maintenance,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  require  each  participating  State,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under  this  section 
shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  project,  unless  the  Com¬ 
mission  determines  that  assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  required 
in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
pi  iated  to  the  President,  to  be  available  until  expended,  $715,000,000 
for  the  four-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  80,  1971. 

(h) (1)  When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  construct  a  segment  of 
a  development  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  in  accordance 
with  all  procedures  and  requirements  applicable  to  the  construction  of 
segments  of  Appalachian  development  highways  with  such  funds',  except 
insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  have  previously  been  appro¬ 
priated,  the  Secretary,  upon  application  by  the  State  and  with  the  approval 
of  the  Commission,  is  authorized  to  pay  to  the  State  the  Federal  share 
not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  the  construction  of  such  segment, 
from  any  sums  appropriated  and  allocated  to  such  State  to  carry  out 
this  section. 

(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  commitment  or  obli¬ 
gation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  funds  for  segments  of 
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development  highways  constructed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not 
increase  the  limitation  on  construction  in  subsection  (c). 

[DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  FACILITIES 

[Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of  adequate 
health  and  medical  facilities  to  the  economic  development  of  the 
region,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  for  the  construction,  equipment,  and  operation  of 
multicounty  demonstration  health  facilities,  including  hospitals,  re¬ 
gional  health  diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities 
necessary  to  health.  Grants  for  such  construction  (including  initial 
equipment)  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions 
of  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  291-291z)  and 
the  Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health 
Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat.  282),  without  regard  to 
any  provisions  therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceiling 
or  to  allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be 
made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  com¬ 
putation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any 
other  provision  of  law. 

[(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  for  construction  (including  initial 
equipment)  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  project. 
Not  to  exceed  $41,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  shall 
be  available  for  construction  grants  under  this  section. 

[(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  (including  equipment 
other  than  initial  equipment)  of  a  project  maybe  made  up  to  100  per 
centum  of  the  costs  thereof  for  the  two-year  period  beginning  on  the 
first  day  such  project  is  in  operation  as  a  health  facility.  For  the  next 
three  years  of  operations  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  such  costs.  No  grants  for  operation  of  a  project  shall  be  made  after 
five  years  following  the  commencement  of  such  operations.  Not  to 
exceed  $28,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act 
shall  be  available  for  operating  grants  under  this  section.] 

DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  PROJECTS 

Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of  adequate  health 
facilities  and  services  to  the  economic  development  of  the  region,  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  for  the  planning,  construction,  equipment,  and  operation  of  multi¬ 
county  demonstration  health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional  health 
diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities  and  services  neces¬ 
sary  to  health.  Grants  for  such  construction  ( including  the  acquisition  of 
privately  owned  facilities  not  operated  for  profit  and  initial  equipment ) 
shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  title  VI  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  291-291 o),  the  Mental  Retar¬ 
dation  Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health  Centers  Construction 
Act  of  1968  (77  Stat.  282),  and.  other  laws  authorizing  grants  for  the 
construction  of  health-related  facilities,  without  regard  to  any  provisions 
therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments 
among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of 
funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act 
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and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  oj  the  allotments 
among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  oj  law. 

( b )  No  grant  jor  the  construction  or  equipment  oj  any  component  oj 
a  demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  oj  such  costs. 
The  Federal  contribution  may  be  provided  entirely  jrom  junds  authorized 
under  this  section  or  in  combination  with  junds  provided  under  other 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  jor  the  construction  or  equipment  oj 
health-related  jacilities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  oj  law  limiting 
the  Federal  share  in  such  other  programs ,  junds  authorized  under  this 
section  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal  grants  jor  component  jacilities 
oj  a  demonstration  heahh  project  to  a  maximum  oj  80  per  centum  oj  the 
costs  oj  such  jacilities. 

( c )  Grants  under  this  section  jor  operation  ( including  initial  operating 
junds  and  operating  dejicits  comprising  among  other  items  the  costs  oj 
attracting,  training,  and  retaining  qualified  personnel )  oj  a  demonstration 
health  project,  whether  or  not  constructed  with  junds  authorized  by  this 
section,  may  be  made  jor  up  to  100  per  centum  oj  the  costs  thereoj  jor  the 
two-year  period  beginning ,  jor  each  component  jacility  or  service  assisted 
under  any  such  operating  grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  jacility  or  service 
is  in  operation  as  a  part  oj  the  project.  For  the  next  three  years  oj  opera¬ 
tions  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  oj  such  costs.  No  grant 
jor  operation  oj  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made  unless  the 
jacility  is  publicly  owned,  or  owned  by  a  public  or  private  nonprofit 
organization,  and  is  not  operated  jor  profit.  No  grants  jor  operation  oj  a 
demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made  ajter  five  years  following  the 
commencement  oj  the  initial  grant  jor  operation  oj  the  project.  No  such 
grants  shall  be  made  unless  the  Secretary  oj  Health,  Education,  and 
Weljare  is  satisfied  that  the  operation  oj  the  project  will  be  conducted 
under  efiicient  management  practices  designed  to  obviate  operating 
deficits.  Notwithstanding  section  10 j  oj  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  oj  1965  {79  Stat.  554),  a  health-related  jacility  con¬ 
structed  under  title  I  oj  that  Act  may  be  a  component  oj  a  demonstration 
health  project  eligible  jor  operating  grant  assistance  under  this  section. 

(d)  The  Secretary  o  f  Health,  Education,  and  Weljare  is  authorized  to 
provide  junds  to  the  Commission  jor  the  support  oj  its  Health  Advisory 
Committee  and  to  make  grants  jor  expenses  o  f  planning  necessary  jor  the 
development  and  operation  oj  demonstration  health  projects  jor  the 
region.  The  amount  oj  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  oj 
such  expenses. 

(e)  Not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  oj  the  junds  authorized  in  section  401  oj 
this  Act  jor  the  two -fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

LAND  STABILIZATION,  CONSERVATION,  AND  EROSION  CONTROL 

Sec.  203.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  control  and  prevention  of 
erosion  and  sediment  damages  in  the  Appalachian  region  and  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  conservation  and  development  of  the  soil  and  water  resources 
of  the  region,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements  of  not  more  than  ten  years  with  landowners,  operators,  and 
occupiers,  individually  or  collectively,  in  the  Appalachian  region 
determined  by  him  to  have  control  for  the  period  of  the  agreement  of 
the  lands  described  therein,  providing  for  land  stabilization,  erosion 
and  sediment  control,  and  reclamation  through  changes  in  land  use, 
and  conservation  treatment  including  the  establishment  of  practices 
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and  measures  for  the  conservation  and  development  of  soil,  water, 
woodland,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources. 

(b)  The  landowner,  operator,  or  occupier  shall  furnish  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  conservation  and  development  plan  setting 
forth  the  appropriate  and  safe  land  uses  and  conservation  treatment 
mutually  agreed  by  the  Secretary  and  the  landowner  operator,  or 
occupier  to  be  needed  on  the  lands  for  which  the  plan  was  prepared. 

(c)  Such  plan  shall  be  incorporated  in  an  agreement  under  which 
the  landowner,  operator,  or  occupier  shall  agree  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  carry  out  the  land  uses  and  conservation  treatment 
provided  for  in  such  plan  on  the  lands  described  in  the  agreement  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  thereof. 

(d)  In  return  for  such  agreement  by  the  landowner,  operator,  or 
occupier  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  be  authorized  to  furnish 
financial  and  other  assistance  to  such  landovmer,  operator,  or  occupier 
in  such  amounts  and  subject  to  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  are  appropriate  and  in  the  public  interest  for  the  carrying  out 
of  the  land  uses  and  conservation  treatment  set  forth  in  the  agreement : 
Provided ,  That  grants  hereunder  shall  not  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  carrying  out  such  land  uses  and  conservation  treatment  on  fifty 
acres  of  land  occupied  by  such  owner,  operator,  or  occupier. 

(e)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  terminate  any  agreement 
with  a  landowmer,  operator,  or  occupier  by  mutual  agreement  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that  such  termination  wrould  be  in  the  public 
interest,  and  may  agree  to  such  modification  of  agreements  previously 
entered  into  hereunder  as  he  deems  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  section  or  to  facilitate  the  practical  administration  of  the 
program  authorized  herein. 

(f)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lawr,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  to  the  extent  he  deems  it  desirable  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  may  provide  in  any  agreement  hereunder  for  (1) 
preservation  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  the  period  covered  by  the  agree¬ 
ment  and  an  equal  period  thereafter  of  the  cropland,  crop  acreage,  and 
allotment  history  applicable  to  land  covered  by  the  agreement  for  the 
purpose  of  any  Federal  program  under  which  such  history  is  used  as  a 
basis  for  an  allotment  or  other  limitation  on  the  production  of  such 
crop;  or  (2)  surrender  of  any  such  history  and  allotments. 

(g)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  be  authorized  to  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  determines  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

(h)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  shall  utilize  the  services  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  and  the  State  and  local  committees  provided  for  in  section 
8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C. 
590(b)),  and  is  authorized  to  utilize  the  facilities,  services,  and  au¬ 
thorities  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Corporation 
shall  not  make  any  expenditures  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection  unless  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  such  purpose 
have  been  transferred  to  it. 

[(i)  Not  to  exceed  $17,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

(i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  oj  the  fiends  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  80,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 
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TIMBER  DEVELOPMENT  ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  order  that  the  region  shall  more  fully  benefit  from 
the  timber  stands  that  are  one  of  its  prime  assets,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to — 

(1)  provide  technical  assistance  in  the  organization  and  op¬ 
eration,  under  State  law,  of  private  timber  development  organi¬ 
zations  having  as  their  objective  the  carrying  out  of  timber 
development  programs  to  improve  timber  productivity  and 
quality,  and  increase  returns  to  landowners  through  establish¬ 
ment  of  private  nonprofit  corporations,  which  on  a  self-support¬ 
ing  basis  may  provide  (A)  continuity  of  management,  good  cut¬ 
ting  practices,  and  marketing  services,  (B)  physical  consolidation 
of  small  holdings  or  administrative  consolidation  for  efficient 
management  under  long-term  agreement,  (C)  management  of 
forest  lands,  donated  to  the  timber  development  organizations 
for  demonstrating  good  forest  management,  on  a  profitable  and 
taxpaying  basis,  and  (D)  establishment  of  a  permanent  fund 
for  perpetuation  of  the  work  of  the  corporations  to  be  composed  4 
of  donations,  real  or  personal,  for  educational  purposes. 

(2)  provide  not  more  than  one-half  of  the  initial  capital  re¬ 
quirements  of  such  timber  development  organizations  through 
loans  under  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Consolidated  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1926  et  seq.). 
Such  loans  shall  not  be  used  for  the  construction  or  acquisition  j 
of  facilities  for  manufacturing,  processing,  or  marketing  forest  I 
products,  or  for  physical  consolidation  of  small  timber  holdings 
authorized  by  (1)(B)  above  except  for  the  establishment  of  j 
demonstration  units. 

[(b)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  { 
401  of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

(b)  Not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  ' 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

MINING  AREA  RESTORATION 

Sec.  205.  (a)  In  order  to  further  the  economic  development  of  the 
region  by  rehabilitating  areas  presently  damaged  by  deleterious  min-  I 
ing  practices,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to — 

(1)  make  financial  contributions  to  States  in  the  region  to  seal 
and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and  abandoned  oil  and  gas 
wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabilitate  [existing]  lands  affected  by 
the  strip  and  surface  [mine  areas]  mining  and  processing  of  coal 
and  other  minerals,  including  lands  affected  by  waste  piles,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571 
et  seq.),  to  the  extent  applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2(b)  j 
thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to  any  provisions  therein  limiting  j 
assistance  to  anthracite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Commonwealth  ]i 
of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  made 
wholly  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  ii 
carrying  out  this  Act. 

(2)  plan  and  execute  projects  for  extinguishing  underground  j 
and  outcrop  mine  fires  in  the  region  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  August  31,  1954  (30  U.S.C.  551  et  seq.),  j 
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without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating  to  annual  ap¬ 
propriation  authorization  ceilings.  Grants  under  this  paragraph 
shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act. 

[(3)  expand  and  accelerate  fish  and  wildlife  restoration  projects 
in  the  region  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
September  2,  1937  (16  U.S.C.  669  et  seq.),  and  the  Act  of 
August  9,  1950  (16  U.S.C.  777  et  seq.),  without  regard  to  any 
provisions  therein  relating  to  apportionments  among  the  States 
and  to  limitations  on  the  availability  of  funds.  The  expenses  of 
projects  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  paid  solely  out  of  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act, 
and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  the 
apportionments  among  the  States  pursuant  to  any  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  law.] 

(b)  For  the  fiscal  years  [1966  and  1967]  1966,  1967,  1968,  and  1969, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Federal  share  of 
mining  area  restoration  projects,  including  reasonable  planning  and 
engineering  costs,  carried  out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 
conducted  on  lands  other  than  federally  owned  lands  shall  not  exceed 
75  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof.  The  non-Federal  share  of  the 
total  cost  of  any  project  carried  out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
may  include  reasonable  land  acquisition  costs  incurred  in  acquiring  land 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  implementing  such  project,  if  such  land  is 
acquired  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  Amendments  of  1967. 

(c)  The  Congress  hereby  declares  its  intent  to  provide  for  a  study 
of  a  comprehensive,  long-range  program  for  the  purpose  of  reclaiming 
and  rehabilitating  strip  and  surface  mining  areas  in  the  United  States. 
To  this  general  end,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  in  full  coop¬ 
eration  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority,  and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies,  and  with  the  Commission,  make  a  survey  and 
study  of  strip  and  surface  mining  operations  and  their  effects  in  the 
United  States.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  submit  to  the 
President  his  recommendations  for  a  long-range  comprehensive  pro¬ 
gram  for  reclamation  and  rehabilitation  of  strip  and  surface  mining 
areas  in  the  United  States  and  for  the  policies  under  which  the  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  conducted,  and  the  President  shall  submit  these  to 
the  Congress,  together  with  his  recommendations,  not  later  than  July  1, 
1967.  By  July  1,  1966,  the  Secretary  shall  make  an  interim  report 
to  the  Commission  summarizing  his  findings  to  that  date  on  those 
aspects  of  strip  and  surface  mining  operations  in  the  region  that  are 
most  urgently  in  need  of  attention.  Such  study  and  recommendations 
shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  a  consideration  of  the  following 
matters — 

(1)  the  nature  and  extent  of  strip  and  surface  mining  opera¬ 
tions  in  the  United  States  and  the  conditions  resulting  therefrom; 

(2)  the  ownership  of  the  real  property  involved  in  strip  and 
surface  mining  operations; 

(3)  the  effectiveness  of  past  action  by  States  or  local  units  of 
government  to  remedy  the  adverse  effects  of  strip  and  surface 
mining  operation  by  financial  or  regulatory  measures,  and  require¬ 
ments  for  appropriate  State  legislation,  including  adequate  en¬ 
forcement  thereof,  to  provide  for  proper  reclamation  and  rebabili- 


52  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

tation  of  areas  which  may  be  strip  and  surface  mined  in  the 
future; 

(4)  the  public  interest  in  and  public  benefits  which  may  result 
from  reclamation,  rehabilitation,  and  appropriate  development 
and  use  of  areas  subjected  to  strip  and  surface  mining  operations, 
including  (A)  economic  development  growth,  (B)  public  recrea¬ 
tion,  (C)  public  health  and  safety,  (D)  water  pollution,  stream 
sedimentation,  erosion  control,  and  flood  control,  (E)  highway 
programs,  (F)  fish  and  wildlife  protection  and  restoration,  (G) 
scenic  values,  and  (H)  forestry  and  agriculture; 

(5)  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal,  State,  and  private  inter¬ 
ests  in  the  reclamation  and  rehabilitation  of  strip  and  surface 
mining  areas  and  the  relative  costs  to  be  borne  by  each,  including 
specific  consideration  of  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to  which  strip  and 
surface  mine  operators  are  unable  to  bear  the  cost  of  remedial 
action  within  the  limits  imposed  by  the  economics  of  such  mining 
activity,  and  (B)  the  extent  to  which  the  prospective  value  of 
lands  and  other  natural  resources,  after  remedial  work  has  been 
completed,  would  be  inadequate  to  justify  the  landowners  doing 
the  remedial  work  at  their  expense;  and 

(6)  the  objectives  and  the  total  overall  costs  of  a  program  for 
accomplishing  the  reclamation  and  rehabilitation  of  existing  strip 
and  surface  mining  areas  in  the  United  States,  giving  adequate 
consideration  to  (A)  the  economic  benefits  in  relation  to  costs, 
(B)  the  prevention  of  future  devastation  of  reclaimed  and  re¬ 
habilitated  areas,  (C)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted  financial  gain 
to  private  owners  of  improved  property,  and  (D)  the  types  of  aid 
required  to  accomplish  such  reclamation  and  rehabilitation. 

(d)  Not  to  exceed  [$36,500,000]  $30,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-Jiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 
1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.  No  moneys  authorized 
by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  for  the  purposes  of  reclaiming,  improving, 
grading,  seeding,  or  reforestation  of  strip-mined  areas  (except  on 
lands  owned  by  Federal,  State,  or  local  bodies  of  government)  until 
authorized  by  law  after  completion  of  the  study  and  report  to  the 
President  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section. 


WATER  RESOURCE  SURVEY 


Sec.  206.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  prepare  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  development  and 
efficient  utilization  of  the  water  and  related  resources  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  region,  giving  special  attention  to  the  need  for  an  increase  in  the 
production  of  economic  goods  and  services  within  the  region  as  a 
means  of  expanding  economic  opportunities  and  thus  enhancing  the 
welfare  of  its  people,  which  plan  shall  constitute  an  integral  and 
harmonious  component  of  the  regional  economic  development  program 
authorized  by  this  Act. 

(b)  This  plan  may  recommend  measures  for  the  control  of  floods, 
the  regulation  of  the  rivers  to  enhance  their  value  as  sources  of  water 
supply  for  industrial  and  municipal  development,  the  generation  of 
hydroelectric  lower,  the  prevention  of  water  pollution  by  drainage 
from  mines,  the  development  and  enhancement  of  the  recreational 
potentials  of  the  region,  the  improvement  of  the  rivers  for  navigation 
where  this  would  further  industrial  development  at  less  cost  than 


APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  53 

would  the  improvement  of  other  modes  of  transportation,  the  conser¬ 
vation  and  efficient  utilization  of  the  land  resource,  and  such  other 
measures  as  may  be  found  necessary  to  achieve  the  objectives  of  this 
section. 

(c)  To  insure  that  the  plan  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
shall  constitute  a  harmonious  component  of  the  regional  program,  he 
shall  consult  with  the  Commission  and  the  following:  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Secretary  of 
Transportation,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  and  the  Federal 
Power  Commission. 

(d)  The  plan  prepared  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Commission.  The  Commission  shall  submit  the  plan  to  the 
President  with  a  statement  of  its  views,  and  the  President  shall  submit 
the  plan  to  the  Congress  with  his  recommendations  not  later  than 
December  31,  1968. 

(e)  The  Federal  agencies  referred  to  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  are  hereby  authorized  to  assist  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  the 
preparation  of  the  plan  authorized  by  this  section,  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts, 
leases,  cooperative  agreements,  or  other  transactions  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  preparation  of  this  plan  and  on  such  terms  as  he  may  deem 
appropriate,  with  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency, 
or  instrumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation. 

(f)  The  plan  to  be  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  shall  also  be  coordinated  with  all  comprehensive 
river  basin  plans  heretofore  or  hereafter  developed  by  United  States 
study  commissions,  interagency  committees,  or  similar  planning 
bodies,  for  those  river  systems  draining  the  Appalachian  region. 

(g)  Not  to  exceed  [$5,000,000]  $2,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-jiscal-year  period  ending  June  80, 
1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  PLANNING  AND  OTHER  PRELIMINARY  EXPENSES  OF 

PROPOSED  HOUSING  PROJECTS  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE  NATIONAL 

HOUSING  ACT 

Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the  construction  or 
rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and  moderate-income 
families  and  individuals,  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  ( hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  established 
by  this  section,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  prescribe,  to 
nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  cooperative  organizations,  or  to  public 
bodies,  for  expenses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage 
for  a  housing  construction  or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section  221  of 
the  National  Housing  Act  ( hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  “ section 
221"),  in  any  area  of  the  Appalachian  region  determined  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  have  significant  potential  for  future  growth. 

(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  those 
administrative  expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  under  section  221 ,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to 
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be  recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  such  section: 
Provided,  That  no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an  organization  established  for 
profit. 

(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  oj  the  cost  oj 
planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section  221 , 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  oj  market 
needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  fees,  site  options, 
Federal  Housing  Administration  and  Federal  National  Mortgage  Asso¬ 
ciation  fees,  and  construction  loan  jees  and  discounts.  Loans  may  be 
made  without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or  below  market  interest  rate 
authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221:  Provided,  That  any 
loan  made  to  an  organization  established  for  profit  shall  bear  interest  at 
the  prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  such 
section.  The  Secretary  may,  except  in  the  case  oj  a  loan  to  an  organization 
established  jor  profit,  waive  the  repayment  oj  all  or  any  part  oj  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  interest,  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is 
unable  to  recover  jrom  the  proceeds  oj  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221 . 

(d)  All  junds  allocated  to  the  Secretary  jor  the  purposes  oj  this  section 
shall  be  deposited  in  a  jund  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Appalachian ' 
Housing  Fund  and  shall  be  used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary  for 
carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  expenses  oj  administration  oj  this 
section  may  be  charged  to  the  jund.  Moneys  in  the  fund  not  needed  jor 
current  operation  may  be  invested  in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guaranteed 
as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States. 

(e)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  oj  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  80,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

Part  B — Supplementations  and  Modifications  of  Existing 

Programs 

VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION  FACILITIES 

Sec.  211.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  basic  facilities  to  give  the  people 
of  the  region  the  training  and  education  they  need  to  obtain  employ¬ 
ment,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  for  construction  of  the  school  facilities  and  jor  the 
equipment  oj  such  jacilities  and  other  school  jacilities  needed  for  the 
provision  of  vocational  education  in  areas  of  the  region  in  which  such  | 
education  is  not  now  adequately  available.  Such  grants  shall  be  made 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1963  (77  Stat.  403),  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating 
to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among  the 
States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments 
among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

(b)  Not  to  exceed  [$16,000,000]  $26,000,000  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-jiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

sewage  treatment  works 

Sec.  212.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  facilities  to  assist  in  the  prevention 
of  pollution  of  the  region’s  streams  and  to  protect  the  health  and 
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welfare  of  its  citizens,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
is  authorized  to  make  grants  for  the  construction  of  sewage  treatment 
works  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  (33  U.S.C.  466  et  seq.),  without  regard  to  any  provisions 
therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments 
among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out 
of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  pin-pose  of  carrying  out  this 
Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  the 
allotments  among  the  States  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section. 


SUPPLEMENTS  TO  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States,  and  local  com¬ 
munities  of  the  region,  including  local  development  districts,  to  take 
maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter 
defined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their 
economic  situation,  they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share, 
[the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized,  pursuant  to  specific 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  approved  by  him  and  after 
consultation  with  the  appropriate  Federal  officials,  to  allocate  funds 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section  to  the  heads  of  the  departments, 
agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  Government  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs. 
Funds  so  allocated  shall  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the 
Federal  contribution  to  projects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  project  otherwise  authorized 
by  the  applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  allocated  for  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  available  under  the  Act  authorizing 
such  programs.  Such  allocations  shall  be  available  without  regard  to 
any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act.]  the  President 
is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  to  be  used  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  projects  under 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  as  hereafter  defined,  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the 
applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided  for  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs  for  which  funds  are  available  under  the  Acts  authorizing  such 
programs  and  shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appropriation 
authorization  ceilings  in  such  Acts.  Any  finding,  report,  certification,  or 
documentation  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  head  of  the  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal  Government  responsible  for  the 
administration  of  any  Federal  grant-in-aid  program  shall  be  accepted  by 
the  Federal  Cochairman  with  respect  to  a  supplemental  grant  for  any 
project  under  such  program. 

(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in 
excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  [regulations  promulgated  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  such  regulations]  the  Commission, 
and  shall  in  no  event  [authorize  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  to] 
exceed  80  per  centum  thereof. 

(c)  The  term  “Federal  grant-in-aid  programs”  as  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  this 
Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  and  all  other  Fed- 
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eral  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  [on  or  before  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act]  on  or  before  August  1,  1967,  by  Acts  other  than  this 
Act  for  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  author¬ 
ized  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Serv¬ 
ices  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communi¬ 
cations  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National  Defense  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  the  program  for 
the  construction  of  the  development  highway  system  authorized  by 
section  201  of  this  Act  or  any  other  program  relating  to  highway  or 
road  construction,  or  (B)  any  other  program  for  which  loans  or  other 
Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  author¬ 
ized  by  this  or  any  other  Act. 

(d)  Not  to  exceed  [$90,000,000]  $71,000,000  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 

Part  C — General  Provisions 

MAINTENANCE  OF  EFFORT 

Sec.  221.  No  State  and  no  political  subdivision  of  such  State  shall 
be  eligible  to  receive  benefits  under  this  Act  unless  the  aggregate 
expenditures  of  State  funds,  exclusive  of  expenditures  for  participation 
in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  and  exclusive 
of  local  funds  and  Federal  funds,  for  the  benefit  of  the  area  within 
the  State  located  in  the  region  are  maintained  at  a  level  which  does 
not  fall  below  the  average  level  of  such  expenditures  for  its  last  two 
full  fiscal  years  preceding  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  In  com¬ 
puting  the  average  level  of  expenditure  for  its  last  two  fiscal  years,  a 
State’s  past  expenditure  for  participation  in  the  National  System  of 
Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  and  expenditures  of  local  funds  and 
Federal  funds  shall  not  be  included.  The  Commission  shall  recommend 
to  the  President  or  such  Federal  officer  or  officers  as  the  President  may 
designate,  a  lesser  requirement  when  it  finds  that  a  substantial 
population  decrease  in  that  portion  of  a  State  which  lies  within  the 
region  would  not  justify  a  State  expenditure  equal  to  the  average  level 
of  the  last  two  years  or  when  it  finds  that  a  State’s  average  level  of 
expenditure,  within  an  individual  program,  has  been  disproportionate 
to  the  present  need  for  that  portion  of  the  State  which  lies  within 
the  region. 

CONSENT  OF  STATES 

Sec.  222.  Nothing  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  interpreted  as 
requiring  any  State  to  engage  in  or  accept  any  program  under  this  Act 
without  its  consent. 


PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

[Sec.  223.  A  program  and  projects  authorized  under  any  section  of 
this  title  shall  not  be  implemented  until  (1)  the  Commission  has  con¬ 
sulted  with  the  appropriate  official  or  officials  concerned  with  such 
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program  and  projects  as  may  be  designated  by  the  Governor  or  Gover¬ 
nors  of  the  State  or  States  involved  and  has  obtained  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  such  official  or  officials  with  respect  to  such  program  and 
projects  and  (2)  plans  with  respect  to  such  program  and  projects 
have  been  recommended  by  the  Commission  and  have  been  submitted 
to  and  approved  or  modified  by  the  President  or  such  Federal  officer 
or  officers  as  the  President  may  designate.] 

Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under  any  section  oj  this 
title  shall  be  implemented  until  ( 1 )  applications  and  plans  relating  to 
the  program  or  project  have  been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  oj  Federal 
laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  and 

(2)  the  Commission  has  approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under  section  22 j  and  will 
contribute  to  the  development  oj  the  region,  which  determination  shall  be 
controlling. 

PROGRAM  DEVELOPMENT  CRITERIA 

Sec.  224.  (a)  In  [developing  recommendations  on  the]  considering 
programs  and  projects  to  be  given  assistance  under  this  Act,  and  in 
establishing  [within  those  recommendations]  a  priority  ranking  of  the 
requests  for  assistance  presented  to  the  Commission,  the  Commission 
shall  follow  procedures  that  will  insure  consideration  of  the  following 
factors: 

(1)  the  relationship  of  the  project  or  class  of  projects  to  overall 
regional  development  including  its  location  in  an  area  determined 
by  the  State  have  a  significant  potential  for  growth ; 

(2)  the  population  and  area  to  be  served  by  the  project  or 
class  of  projects  including  the  relative  per  capita  income  and  the 
unemployment  rates  in  the  area; 

(3)  the  relative  financial  resources  available  to  the  State  or 
political  subdivisions  or  instrumentalities  thereof  which  seek  to 
undertake  the  project; 

(4)  the  importance  of  the  project  or  class  of  projects  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  other  projects  or  classes  of  projects  which  may  be  in  com¬ 
petition  for  the  same  funds; 

(5)  the  prospects  that  the  project  for  which  assistance  is  sought 
will  improve,  on  a  continuing  rather  than  a  temporary  basis, 
the  opportunities  for  employment,  the  average  level  of  income,  or 
the  economic  and  social  development  of  the  area  served  by  the 
project. 

(b)  No  financial  assistance  shall  be  authorized  under  this  Act  to 
be  used  (1)  [in  relocating  any  establishment  or  establishments]  to 
assist  establishments  relocating  from  one  area  to  another;  (2)  to  finance 
the  cost  of  industrial  plants,  commercial  facilities,  machinery,  working 
capital,  or  other  industrial  facilities  or  to  enable  plant  subcontractors 
to  undertake  work  theretofore  performed  in  another  area  by  other 
subcontractors  or  contractors;  (3)  to  finance  the  cost  of  facilities  for 
the  generation,  transmission,  or  distribution  of  electric  energy;  or 
(4)  to  finance  the  cost  of  facilities  for  the  production,  transmission, 
or  distribution  of  gas  (natural,  manufactured,  or  mixed). 
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TITLE  III— ADMINISTRATION 

LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT  DISTRICTS — CERTIFICATION 

Sec.  301.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  a  “local  development  dis¬ 
trict”  shall  be  an  entity  certified  to  the  Commission  either  by  the 
Governor  of  the  State  or  States  in  which  such  entity  is  located,  or 
by  the  State  officer  designated  by  the  appropriate  State  Law  to  make 
such  certification,  as  having  a  charter  or  authority  that  includes  the 
economic  development  of  counties  or  parts  of  counties  or  other  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  -within  the  region.  No  entity  shall  be  certified  as  a 
local  development  district  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  unless  it  is  one 
of  the  following: 

(1)  a  nonprofit  incorporated  body  organized  or  chartered  un¬ 
der  the  law  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  located; 

(2)  a  nonprofit  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State  or  local 
government; 

(3)  a  nonprofit  agency  or  instrumentalitj7,  created  through  an 
interstate  compact;  or 

(4)  a  nonprofit  association  or  combination  of  such  bodies, 
agencies,  and  instrumentalities. 

GRANTS  FOR  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  OF  LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RESEARCH  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

[Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized — 

[(1)  either  directly  or  through  arrangements  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  to  make  grants  for  administrative  expenses  to  local  develop¬ 
ment  districts.  The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed 
75  per  centum  of  such  expenses  in  any  one  fiscal  year.  No  grants 
for  administrative  expenses  shall  be  made  to  a  local  development 
district  for  a  period  in  excess  of  three  years  beginning  on  the  date 
the  initial  grant  is  made  to  such  development  district.  The  local 
contributions  for  administrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash  or  in 
kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including  but  not  limited  to  space,  equip¬ 
ment,  and  services;  and 

[(2)  either  directly  or  through  arrangements  with  appropriate 
public  or  private  organizations  (including  the  Commission),  to 
provide  funds  for  investigation,  research,  studies,  and  demonstra¬ 
tion  projects,  but  not  for  construction  purposes,  which  will  further 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

[(b)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations  to  be  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of 
transactions  and  activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report 
thereon  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  The  records  of  the  recipient 
shall  be  available  for  audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  and  the  Comptroller  General,  or  their  duly  author¬ 
ized  representatives. 

[(c)  Not  to  exceed  $5,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.] 

Sec.  302.  ( a )  The  President  is  authorized — 

( 1 )  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  including  technical  services,  of  local  development  districts, 
but  ( A )  the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  7-5  per  centum 
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oj  such  expenses ,  ( B )  no  grants  jor  administrative  expenses  shall 
be  made  jor  a  local  development  district  jor  a  period  in  excess  oj 
three  years  beginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made  jor  such 
development  district,  and  ((7)  the  local  development  district  contri¬ 
butions  jor  administrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind, 
j airly  evaluated,  including  but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and 
services;  and 

(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  jor  investigation,  research , 
studies,  technical  assistance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and  jor 
training  programs,  but  not  jor  construction  purposes,  which  will 
jurther  the  purposes  oj  this  Act. 

( b )  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  make  a  survey  and  study  oj 
acid  pollution  in  the  region  resulting  jrom  mining  activities  and  the  effects 
oj  such  pollution,  in  full  cooperation  with  the  Secretary  oj  the  Interior 
and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  departments  and  agencies, 
with  the  objective  oj  developing  a  comprehensive  action  program  jor  the 
appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  oj  such  pollution  in  the 
region  or  the  effects  oj  such  pollution.  The  Commission  shall  submit  to 
the  President  a  report,  including  specijic  recommendations  jor  such 
program  and  jor  the  policies  under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and  the 
President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the  Congress,  together  with  his  recom¬ 
mendations,  not  later  than  March  81,  1969.  The  study  shad,  among 
other  matters — 

{!)  Identijy  sources  oj  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and 
their  type,  area,  ownership,  and  other  characteristics;  the  relative 
contribution  oj  each  source;  and  the  impact  oj  each  source  on  water 
quality  in  the  streams  affected. 

( 2 )  Identijy  present  and  potential  water-using  and  other  activities 
which  are  affected  by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  or  originating 
in  the  region,  and  the  economic  and  social  costs  and,  effects  attributable 
to  such  pollution. 

(3)  Identijy  known  methods  and  costs  jor  the  control  and  abate¬ 
ment  oj  acid  mine  pollution. 

(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  benejits,  public  and  private, 
that  are  likely  to  result  jrom  reducing  to  various  levels  acvd  mine 
pollution  in  the  streams  oj  the  region  and  identijy  the  types  oj 
benejiciaries  and  the  relative  distribution  oj  the  benejits  to  such 
beneficiaries. 

(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  oj  Federal,  State,  and 
private  interests  in  programs  jor  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimination 
oj  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and  the  relative  costs  which  each 
should  bear,  including  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  ij  any,  to  which 
private  interests  can  bear  the  cost  oj  such  programs  within  the  eco¬ 
nomics  oj  mining  activity,  ( B )  the  effectiveness  oj  past  action  by 
Federal,  State,  and  local  units  oj  government  in  remedying  or  con¬ 
trolling  the  adverse  effects  oj  acid  mine  pollution,  ( C)  relationships 
which  might  be  established  among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  oj 
government,  and  with  private  interests  jor  implementing  andjunding 
such  programs,  and  (D)  the  need  jor  appropriate  Federal  and  State 
legislation,  including  adequate  enjorcement  provisions,  jor  such 
programs. 

(6)  Formulate  a  program  jor  the  appropriate  control,  reduction, 
or  elimination  oj  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  including  the 
identification  oj  specific  objectives  and  costs,  with  due  consideration 
to:  (A)  the  developmental  effects  oj  the  program,  (B)  the  economic 
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benefits  of  the  ‘program  in  relation  to  costs,  ( C )  the  social  effects  of 
the  program,  ( D )  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted  financial  gain  to 
private  interests,  and  (E)  the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to 
accomplish  the  program. 

(c) (1)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by  the  President,  maintain 
accurate  and  complete  records  of  transactions  and  activities  financed  with 
Federal  funds  and  report  thereon  to  the  President.  The  records  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  available  for  audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the 
President  and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  authorized  representa¬ 
tives. 

(2)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall,  as  required  by  the  Commission,  maintain  accurate  and  complete 
records  of  transactions  and  activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and 
report  thereon  to  the  Commission.  Such  records  shall  be  available  for 
audit  by  the  President,  the  Comptroller  General,  and  the  Commission  or 
their  duly  authorized  representatives. 

(d)  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  J+Ol  of 
this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.  Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such 
authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (b) . 

1(d) ](e)  No  part  of  any  appropriated  funds  may  be  expended 
pursuant  to  authorization  given  by  this  Act  involving  any  scientific  or 
technological  research  or  development  activity  unless  sucn  expenditure 
is  conditioned  upon  provisions  effective  to  insure  that  all  information, 
copyrights,  uses,  processes,  patents,  and  other  developments  resulting 
from  that  activity  will  be  made  freely  available  to  the  general  public. 
Nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  shall  deprive  the  owner  of  any 
background  patent  relating  to  any  such  activity,  without  his  consent, 
of  any  right  which  that  owner  may  have  under  that  patent.  When¬ 
ever  any  information,  copyright,  use,  process,  patent  or  development 
resulting  from  any  such  research  or  development  activity  conducted 
in  whole  or  in  part  with  appropriated  funds  expended  under  authori¬ 
zation  of  this  Act  is  withheld  or  disposed  of  by  any  person,  orga¬ 
nization,  or  agency  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  Attorney  General  shall  institute,  upon  his  own  motion 
or  upon  request  made  by  any  person  having  knowledge  of  pertinent 
facts,  an  action  for  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  any  judicial  dis¬ 
trict  in  which  any  defendant  resides,  is  found,  or  has  a  place  of  busi¬ 
ness.  Such  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  such 
action,  and  to  enter  therein  such  orders  and  decrees  as  it  shall  deter¬ 
mine  to  be  required  to  carry  into  effect  fully  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection.  Process  of  the  district  court  for  any  judicial  district  in 
any  action  instituted  under  this  subsection  may  be  served  in  any 
other  judicial  district  of  the  United  States  by  the  United  States 
marshal  thereof.  Whenever  it  appears  to  the  court  in  which  any  such 
action  is  pending  that  other  parties  should  be  brought  before  the 
court  in  such  action,  the  court  may  cause  such  other  parties  to  be 
summoned  from  any  judicial  district  of  the  United  States. 

PROJECT  APPROVAL 

Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other  assistance  for 
a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be  made  [only  by  a  State,  a 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  a  local  development  district.  Each 
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such  application  shall  be  made]  through  the  State  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  representing  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall 
evaluate  [such]  the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for 
programs  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act  shall  be  ap¬ 
proved  for  assistance  [by  the  Commission].  No  project  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Commission  unless  the  Commission  is  satisfied  that  the  project  will 
be  properly  administered,  operated,  and  maintained. 

ANNUAL  REPORT 


Sec.  304.  Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  close  of  each  fiscal 
year,  the  Commission  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Governor  of 
each  State  in  the  region  and  to  the  President,  for  transmittal  to  the 
!  Congress,  a  report  on  the  activities  carried  out  under  this  Act  during 
such  year. 


0 


TITLE  IV— APPROPRIATIONS  AND  MISCELLANEOUS 

PROVISIONS 


AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  401.  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  authorized  in  section  105 
and  in  section  201  for  the  Appalachian  development  highway  system 
and  local  access  roads,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
[for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1967,]  to  the  President,  to  be  available 
until  expended,  not  to  exceed  [$252,400,000J  $220 ,000 ,000  jor  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry  out  this  Act. 


APPLICABLE  LABOR  STANDARDS 

Sec.  402.  All  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or 
subcontractors  in  the  construction,  alteration,  or  repair,  including 
painting  and  decorating,  of  projects,  buildings,  and  works  which  are 
financially  assisted  through  the  Federal  funds  authorized  under  this 
Act,  shall  be  paid  wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing  on 
similar  construction  in  the  locality  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C. 

)276a — 276a-5).  The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  have  with  respect  to 
such  labor  standards,  the  authority  and  functions  set  forth  in  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  Numbered  14  of  1950  (15  F.R.  3176,  64  Stat.  1267, 
5  U.S.C.  133 — 133z-15),  and  section  2  of  the  Act  of  June  13,  1934,  as 
amended  (48  Stat.  948,  as  amended;  40  U.S.C.  276(c)). 

DEFINITION  OF  APPALACHIAN  REGION 

Sec.  403.  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “Appalachian  region”  or 
“the  region”  means  that  area  of  the  eastern  United  States  consisting 
of  the  following  counties  (including  any  political  subdivision  located 
within  such  area): 

In  Alabama,  the  counties  of  Bibb,  Blount,  Calhoun,  Chambers, 
Cherokee,  Chilton,  Clay,  Cleburne,  Colbert,  Coosa,  Cullman,  De 
Kalb,  Elmore,  Etowah,  Fayette,  Franklin,  Jackson,  Jefferson, 
Lamar,  Lauderdale,  Lawrence,  Limestone,  Madison,  Marion, 
Marshall,  Morgan,  Pickens,  Randolph,  Saint  Clair,  Shelby, 
Talladega,  Tallapoosa,  Tuscaloosa,  Walker,  and  Winston; 
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In  Georgia,  the  counties  of  Banks,  Barrow,  Bartow,  Carroll, 
Catoosa,  Chattooga,  Cherokee,  Dade,  Dawson,  Douglas,  Fannin, 
Floyd,  Forsyth,  Franklin,  Gilmer,  Gordon,  Gwinnett,  Habersham, 
Hall,  Haralson,  Heard,  Jackson,  Lumpkin,  Madison,  Murray, 
Paulding,  Pickens,  Polk,  Rabun,  Stephens,  Towns,  Union, 
Walker,  White,  and  Whitfield; 

In  Kentucky,  the  counties  of  Adair,  Bath,  Bell,  Boyd,  Breathitt, 
Carter,  Casey,  Clark,  Clay,  Clinton,  Cumberland,  Elliott,  Estill, 
Fleming,  Floyd,  Garrard,  Green,  Greenup,  Harlan,  Jackson, 
Johnson,  Knott,  Knox,  Laurel,  Lawrence,  Lee,  Leslie,  Letcher, 
Lewis,  Lincoln,  McCreary,  Madison,  Magoffin,  Martin,  Menifee, 
Monroe,  Montgomery,  Morgan,  Owsley,  Perry,  Pike,  Powell, 
Pulaski,  Rockcastle,  Rowan,  Russell,  Wayne,  Whitley,  and  Wolfe; 

In  Maryland,  the  counties  of  Allegany,  Garrett,  and  Washing¬ 
ton; 

In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Benton,  Chickasaw, 
Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kemper,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Marshall, 
Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tisho-M 
mingo,  Union,  Webster,  and  Winston;  ™ 

In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany,  Broome,  Cattaraugus, 
Chautaugua,  Chemung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego, 
Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tompkins; 

In  North  Carolina,  the  counties  of  Alexander,  Alleghany, 
Ashe,  Avery,  Buncombe,  Burke,  Caldwell,  Cherokee,  Clay,  Davie, 
Forsyth,  Graham,  Haywood,  Henderson,  Jackson,  McDowell, 
Macon,  Madison,  Mitchell,  Polk,  Rutherford,  Stokes,  Surry, 
Swain,  Transylvania,  Watauga,  Wilkes,  Yadkin,  and  Yancey; 

In  Ohio,  the  counties  of  Adams,  Athens,  Belmont,  Brown,  Car- 
roll,  Clermont,  Coshocton,  Gallia,  Guernsey,  Harrison,  Highland, 
Hocking,  Holmes,  Jackson,  Jefferson,  Lawrence,  Meigs,  Monroe, 
Morgan,  Muskingum,  Noble,  Perry,  Pike,  Ross,  Scioto,  Tuscara¬ 
was,  Vinton,  and  Washington; 

In  Pennsylvania,  the  counties  of  Allegheny,  Armstrong,  Beaver, 
Bedford,  Blair,  Bradford,  Butler,  Cambria,  Cameron,  Carbon, 
Centre,  Clarion,  Clearfield,  Clinton,  Columbia,  Crawford,  Elk, 
Erie,  Fayette,  Forest,  Fulton,  Greene,  Huntingdon,  Indiana, 
Jefferson,  Juniata,  Lackawanna,  Lawrence,  Luzerne,  Lycoming, 
McKean,  Mercer,  Mifflin,  Monroe,  Montour,  Northumberland,^ 
Perry,  Pike,  Potter,  Schuylkill,  Snyder,  Somerset,  Sullivan,  Sus-™ 
quehanna,  Tioga,  Union,  Venango,  Warren,  Washington,  Wayne, 
Westmoreland,  and  Wyoming; 

In  South  Carolina,  the  counties  of  Anderson,  Cherokee,  Green¬ 
ville,  Oconee,  Pickens,  and  Spartanburg; 

In  Tennessee,  the  counties  of  Anderson,  Bledsoe,  Blount,  Brad¬ 
ley,  Campbell,  Cannon,  Carter,  Claiborne,  Clay,  Cocke,  Coffee, 
Cumberland,  De  Kalb,  Fentress,  Franklin,  Grainger,  Greene, 
Grundy,  Hamblen,  Hamilton,  Hancock,  Hawkins,  Jackson, 
Jefferson,  Johnson,  Knox,  Loudon,  McMinn,  Macon,  Marion, 
Meigs,  Monroe,  Morgan,  Overton,  Pickett,  Polk,  Putnam,  Rhea, 
Roane,  Scott,  Sequatchie,  Sevier,  Smith,  Sullivan,  Unicoi, 
Union,  Van  Buren,  Warren,  Washington,  and  White; 

In  Virginia,  the  counties  of  Alleghany,  Bath,  Bland,  Botetourt, 
Buchanan,  Carroll,  Craig,  Dickenson,  Floyd,  Giles,  Grayson, 
Highland,  Lee,  Pulaski,  Russell,  Scott,  Smyth,  Tazewell,  Wash¬ 
ington,  Wise,  and  Wythe; 
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All  the  counties  of  West  Virginia^:]. 

£ Provided ,  That  the  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
study  and  consider,  in  consultation  with  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
New  York  or  an  appropriate  official  or  officials  designated  by  him,  the 
inclusion  of  such  counties  of  the  State  of  New  York  as  are  contiguous 
to  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  in  this  section  and  counties  con¬ 
tiguous  thereto  in  the  Appalachian  region  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act;  and  if  the  Commission  shall  decide  after  such  consultation,  that 
these  counties  share  the  social  and  economic  characteristics  of  the 
region,  and  that  the  inclusion  of  these  counties  would  further  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  as  set  forth  in  section  2,  then  the  Commission 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  invite  the  State  of  New  York  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  Commission  on  an  appropriate  basis:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Commission  may  extend  the  invitation  to  the  State  of  New 
York  for  inclusion  of  such  of  the  described  counties  the  inclusion  of 
which  would  further  the  purposes  of  the  Act:  And  provided  further , 
That  if  such  invitation  is  duly  accepted  by  the  State  of  New  York, 
those  counties  shall  be  included  in  “the  region”  or  “the  Appalachian 
region”  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act.] 

No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the  definition  of  the  Appalachian 
region  as  set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or  considered  by  the 
Commission  without  a  prior  resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  directing  a  study 
of  such  change. 

SEVERABILITY 

Sec.  404.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act,  or  the  applicability  thereof 
to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this 
Act,  and  the  application  of  such  provision  to  other  persons  or  circum¬ 
stances,  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

TERMINATION 

Sec.  405.  This  Act  shall  cease  to  be  in  effect  on  July  1,  1971. 


PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

OF  1965 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

TITLE  V— REGIONAL  ACTION  PLANNING  COMMISSIONS 

*****  *  * 

FUNCTIONS  OF  COMMISSION 

Sec.  503.  (a)  In  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  each  Com¬ 
mission  shall  with  respect  to  its  region — 

(1)  advise  and  assist  the  Secretary  in  the  identification  of 
optimum  boundaries  for  multistate  economic  development 
regions ; 

(2)  initiate  and  coordinate  the  preparation  of  long-range  over¬ 
all  economic  development  programs  for  such  regions,  including 
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the  development  oj  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan 
approved  by  the  Secretary, 

(3)  foster  surveys  and  studies  to  provide  data  required  for  the 
preparation  of  specific  plans  and  programs  for  the  development 
of  such  regions; 

(4)  advise  and  assist  the  Secretary  and  the  States  concerned 
in  the  initiation  and  coordination  of  economic  development  dis¬ 
tricts,  in  order  to  promote  maximum  benefits  from  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  funds; 

(5)  promote  increased  private  investment  in  such  regions; 

(6)  prepare  legislative  and  other  recommendations  with 
respect  to  both  short-range  and  long-range  programs  and  projects 
for  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies; 

(7)  develop,  on  a  continuing  basis,  comprehensive  and  coordi¬ 
nated  plans  and  programs  and  establish  priorities  thereunder, 
giving  due  consideration  to  other  Federal,  State,  and  local  plan¬ 
ning  in  the  region ; 

(8)  conduct  and  sponsor  investigations,  research,  and  studies,^ 
including  an  inventory  and  analysis  of  the  resources  of  the  region,^ 
and,  in  cooperation  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies,  spon¬ 
sor  demonstration  projects  designed  to  foster  regional  produc¬ 
tivity  and  growth; 

(9)  review  and  study,  in  cooperation  with  the  agency  involved, 
Federal,  State,  and  local  public  and  private  programs  and,  where 
appropriate,  recommend  modifications  or  additions  which  will 
increase  their  effectiveness  in  the  region ; 

(10)  formulate  and  recommend,  where  appropriate,  interstate 
compacts  and  other  forms  of  interstate  cooperation,  and  vrork 
with  State  and  local  agencies  in  developing  appropriate  model 
1  egislation ;  and 

(11)  provide  a  forum  for  consideration  of  problems  of  the  region 
and  proposed  solutions  and  establish  and  utilize,  as  appropriate, 
citizens  and  special  advisory  councils  and  public  conferences. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  present  such  plans  and  proposals  of  the 
commissions  as  may  be  transmitted  and  recommended  to  him  (but  are 
not  authorized  by  any  other  section  of  this  Act)  first  for  review  by  the 
Federal  agencies  primarily  interested  in  such  plans  and  proposals  and 
then,  together  with  the  recommendations  of  such  agencies,  to  thejfl 
President  for  such  action  as  he  may  deem  desirable. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  effective  and  continuing  liaison 
between  the  Federal  Government  and  each  regional  commission. 

(d)  Each  Federal  agency  shall,  consonant  with  law  and  within  the 
limits  of  available  funds,  cooperate  with  such  commissions  as  may  be 
established  in  order  to  assist  them  in  carrying  out  their  functions  under 
this  section. 

(e)  Each  regional  commission  may,  from  time  to  time,  make 
additional  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  and  recommendations  to 
the  State  Governors  and  appropriate  local  officials,  with  respect  to — 

(1)  the  expenditure  of  funds  by  Federal,  State,  and  local 
departments  and  agencies  in  its  region  in  the  fields  of  natural 
resources,  agriculture,  education,  training,  health  and  welfare, 
transportation,  and  other  fields  related  to  the  purposes  of  this 
Act;  and 
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(2)  such  additional  Federal,  State,  and  local  legislation  or 
administrative  actions  as  the  commission  deems  necessary  to 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

REGIONAL  TECHNICAL  AND  PLANNING  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  505.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  provide  to  the  com¬ 
missions  technical  assistance  which  would  be  useful  in  aiding  the 
commissions  to  carry  out  their  functions  under  this  Act  and  to  develop 
recommendations  and  programs.  Such  assistance  shall  include  studies 
and  plans  evaluating  the  needs  of,  and  developing  potentialities  for, 
economic  growth  of  such  region,  and  research  on  improving  the  con¬ 
servation  and  utilization  of  the  human  and  natural  resources  of  the 
region.  Such  assistance  may  be  provided  by  the  Secretary  through 
members  of  his  staff,  through  the  payment  of  funds  authorized  for 
this  section  to  other  departments  or  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  through  the  employment  of  private  individuals,  partnerships, 
)  firms,  corporations,  or  suitable  institutions,  under  contracts  entered 
into  for  such  purposes,  or  through  grants-in-aid  to  the  commissions. 
The  Secretary,  in  his  discretion,  may  require  the  repayment  of  assist¬ 
ance  provided  under  this  subsection  and  prescribe  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  of  such  repayment. 

(b)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30  of  the  second  full  Federal 
fiscal  year  following  the  date  of  establishment  of  a  commission,  the 
administrative  expenses  of  each  commission  as  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government.  Thereafter,  not  to 
exceed  50  per  centum  of  such  expenses  may  be  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government.  In  determining  the  amount  of  the  non-Federal  share  of 
such  costs  or  expenses,  the  Secretary  shall  give  due  consideration  to 
all  contributions  both  in  cash  and  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including 
but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services. 

(c)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $15,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  there¬ 
after  through  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section.  Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated  by 
dhe  Secretary  to  each  regional  commission  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 

i  mis  section. 

******* 
SUPPLEMENTS  TO  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States  and  other  entities  within 
economic  development  regions  established  under  this  Act  to  take  maximum 
advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined ) 
for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situa¬ 
tion,  they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Secretary 
is  authorized,  once  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan  established 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  section  508(a)  of  this  Act  is  in  effect,  and 
pursuant  to  specific  recommendations ,  approved  by  him,  of  the  regional 
commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter  established  under  this  title  and 
after  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal  officials,  to  allocate  funds 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section  to  the  heads  of  the  departments, 
agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  Government  responsible 
for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  be 
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used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  projects 
under  such  programs  above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  ; 
projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable  law.  No  program  or  . 
project  authorized  under  this  section  shall  be  implemented  until  ( 1 ) 
applications  and  plans  relating  to  the  prog )  am  or  project  have  been  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  responsible  Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provi-  . 
sions  and  objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not 
inconsistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission  involved 
has  approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the 
applicable  criteria  under  section  50  j  and  will  contribute  to  the  development 
of  the  region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling.  Funds  may  be 
provided  only  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  j 
available  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.  Funds  so  provided  I 
shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authorization 
ceilings  in  such  Act. 

(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in  excess 

of  the  percentages  established  by  each  commission,  and  shall  in  no  event  1 
exceed  80  per  centum  thereof.  jk 

(c)  The  term  “ Federal  grant-in-aid  programs ”  as  used  in  this  sectioi^ \ 


means  all  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  in  existence  on  or  before  August 
1,  1967,  assisting  in  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equip¬ 
ment  of  facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorized  by  title  I  of  this  Act  and  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of 
title  III  of  the  Communications  Act  of  193 4;  Higher  Education  Facilities 
Act  of  1963;  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  and  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  any 
program  in  which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a 
grant-in-aid  program,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants 
under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  and  shall  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  the  computation  of  allocations  among  the  States  made 
pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

( d )  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  for 
use  in  each  of  the  regions  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  the  sum  of 
$5,000,000  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  o~ 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

(e)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this  section  shall  be  made  through 
the  State  member  of  the  Commission  representing  such  applicant,  and 
such  State  member  shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only 
applications  for  programs  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State 
member  as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this  section 
shall  be  approved  for  assistance. 


4 


ANNUAL  REPORTS 


Sec.  [509]  510.  Each  regional  commission  established  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  make  a  comprehensive  and  detailed  annual  report  each 
fiscal  year  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  such  commission’s  activities 
and  recommendations  for  programs.  The  first  such  report  shall  be 
made  for  the  first  fiscal  year  in  which  such  commission  is  in  existence 
for  more  than  three  months.  Such  reports  shall  be  printed  and  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  January  31  of  the  calendar 
year  following  the  fiscal  year  with  respect  to  which  the  report  is  made. 
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TITLE  VI- ADMINISTRATION 
******* 
ADMINISTRATION,  OPERATION,  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Sec.  604-  No  Federal  assistance  shall  be  approved  under  this  Act 
unless  the  responsible  Federal  official  is  satisfied  that  the  project  for 
which  Federal  assistance  is  granted  will  be  properly  and  efficiently 
administered,  operated,  and  maintained. 

******* 


SECTION  701  (a)  AND  (b)  OF  THE  HOUSING  ACT  OF  1954 

URBAN  PLANNING 

Sec.  701.  (a)  In  order  to  assist  State  and  local  governments  in 
solving  planning  problems  resulting  from  the  increasing  concentra¬ 
tion  of  population^  metropolitan  and  other  urban  areas,  including 
smaller  communities;  to  facilitate  comprehensive  planning  for  urban 
development,  including  coordinated  transportation  systems,  on  a  con¬ 
tinuing  basis  by  such  governments;  and  to  encourage  such  govern¬ 
ments  to  establish  and  improve  planning  staffs,  the  Administrator  is 
authorized  to  make  planning  grants  to — 

(1)  State  planning  agencies,  or  (in  States  where  no  such  plan¬ 
ning  agency  exists)  to  agencies  or  instrumentalities  of  State  gov¬ 
ernment  designated  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  and  acceptable 
to  the  Administrator  as  capable  of  carrying  out  the  planning  func¬ 
tions  contemplated  by  the  section,  for  the  provision  of  planning- 
assistance  to  (A)  cities  and  other  municipalities  having  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  less  than  50,000  according  to  the  latest  decennial  census, 
and  counties  without  regard  to  population:  Provided,  That  grants 
shall  be  made  under  this  paragraph  for  planning  assistance  to 
counties  having  a  population  of  50,000  or  more,  according  to  the 
latest  decennial  census,  which  are  within  metropolitan  areas,  only 
if  (i)  the  Administrator  finds  that  planning  and  plans  for  such 
county  will  be  coordinated  with  the  program  of  ^comprehensive 
planning,  if  any,  which  is  being  carried  out  for  the  metropolitan 
area  of  which  the  county  is  a  part,  and  (ii)  the  aggregate  amount 
of  the  grants  made  subject  to  this  proviso  does  not  exceed  15  per 
centum  of  the  aggregate  amount  appropriated,  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  (B)  any  group  of  adjacent  communities,  either  incorpo¬ 
rated  or  unincorporated,  having^a  total  population  of  less  than 
50,000  according  to  the  latest  decennial  census  and  having  com¬ 
mon  or  related  urban  planning  problems,  (C)  cities,  other  munic¬ 
ipalities,  and  counties,  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  and  areas  referred  to  in  paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection, 
and  (D)  Indian  reservations; 

(2)  official  State,  metropolitan,  and  regional  planning  agencies, 
or  other  agencies  and  instrumentalities  designated  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  (or  Governors  in  the  case  of  interstate  planning)  and  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  Administrator,  empowered  under  State  or  local 
laws  or  interstate  compact  to  perform  metropolitan  or  regional 
planning; 
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(3)  cities,  other  municipalities,  and  counties  which  (A)  are  sit¬ 
uated  in  areas  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  under  sec¬ 
tion  5  of  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  as  redevelopment  areas  or 
(B)  have  suffered  substantial  damage  as  a  result  of  a  catastrophe 
which  the  President,  pursuant  to  section  2(a)  of  “An  Act  to  au¬ 
thorize  Federal  assistance  to  States  and  local  governments  in 
major  disasters,  and  for  other  purposes”  has  determined  to  be  a 
major  disaster; 

(4)  to  official  governmental  planning  agencies  for  areas  where 
rapid  urbanization  has  resulted  or  is  expected  to  result  from  the 
establishment  or  rapid  and  substantial  expansion  of  a  Federal 
installation,  or  for  areas  where  rapid  urbanization  is  expected  to 
result  on  land  developed  or  to  be  developed  as  a  new  community 
approved  under  section  1004  of  the  National  Housing  Act; 

(5)  State  planning  agencies  for  State  and  interstate  compre¬ 
hensive  planning  (as  defined  in  subsection  (d))  and  for  research 
and  coordination  activity  related  thereto ; 

(6)  metropolitan  and  regional  planning  agencies,  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  State  planning  agency  or  (in  States  where  no  such 
planning  agency  exists)  of  the  Governor  of  the  State,  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  planning  assistance  within  the  metropolitan  area  or 
region  to  cities,  other  municipalities,  counties,  groups  of  adjacent 
communities,  or  Indian  reservations  described  in  clauses  (A), 
(B),  (C),  and  (D)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection; 

(7)  to  official  governmental  planning  agencies  for  any  area 
where  there  has  occurred  a  substantial  reduction  in  employment 
opportunities  as  the  result  of  (A)  the  closing  (in  whole  or  in  part) 
of  a  Federal  installation,  or  (B)  a  decline  in  the  volume  of  Gov- 
erment  orders  for  the  procurement  of  articles  or  materials  pro¬ 
duced  or  manufactured  in  such  area; 

(8)  tribal  planning  councils  or  other  tribal  bodies  designated 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  planning  for  an  Indian  reser¬ 
vation  to  which  no  State  planning  agency  or  other  agency  or 
instrumentality  is  empowered  to  provide  planning  assistance 
under  clause  (D)  of  paragraph  (1)  above;  [and] 

[(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  established  by  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for  comprehen¬ 
sive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section 
403  of  such  Act.] 

( 9 )  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  jor  comprehensive 
planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section  403  o  f  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  oj  1965 ;  and 

(10)  local  development  districts,  certified  'under  section  301  oj  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  oj  1965,  jor  comprehensive 
planning  jor  their  entire  areas,  or  jor  metropolitan  planning,  urban 
planning,  county  planning,  or  small  municipality  planning  within 
such  areas  in  the  Appalachian  region,  and  for  planning  jor  Ap¬ 
palachian  regional  programs. 

Planning  assisted  under  this  section  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible,  cover  entire  urban  areas  having  common  or  related  urban 
development  problems.  The  Administrator  shall  encourage  coopera¬ 
tion  in  preparing  and  carrying  out  plans  among  all  interested  munici¬ 
palities,  political  subdivisions,  public  agencies,  and  other  parties  in 
order  to  achieve  coordinated  development  of  entire  areas.  To  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  pertinent  plans  and  studies  already  made  for 
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areas  shall  be  utilized  so  as  to  avoid  unnecessary  repetition  of  effort 
and  expense.  Planning  which  may  be  assisted  under  this  section  in¬ 
cludes  the  preparation  of  comprehensive  urban  transportation  surveys, 
studies,  and  plans  to  aid  in  solving  problems  of  traffic  congestion,  fa¬ 
cilitating  the  circulation  of  people  and  goods  in  metropolitan  and  other 
urban  areas  and  reducing  transportation  needs.  Funds  available 
under  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  and  may  be  used  jointly  with 
funds  available  for  planning  surveys  and  investigations  under  other 
federally  aided  programs,  and  nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall 
be  construed  as  affecting  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
under  section  307  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

(b)  A  planning  grant  made  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  two- 
thirds  of  the  estimated  cost  of  the  work  for  which  the  grant  is  made: 
Provided,  That  such  a  grant  may  be  in  an  amount  not  exceeding 
three-fourths  of  such  estimated  cost  to  an  official  governmental 
planning  agency  for  an  area  described  in  subsection  (a)(7),  or  for 
planning  being  carried  out  for  a  city,  other  municipality,  county, 
group  of  adjacent  communities,  or  Indian  reservation  in  an  area  desig- 
)  nated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a  redevelopment  area  under 
section  5  of  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  (or  under  any  Act  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto),  to  States  and  local  development  districts  participat¬ 
ing  in  planning  for  Appalachian  regional  programs,  for  expenses  in¬ 
curred  in  the  course  of  such  planning,  or  to  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission.  All  grants  made  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  by  the  Administrator.  No  portion  of 
any  grant  made  under  this  section  shall  be  used  for  the  preparation  of 
plans  for  specific  public  works.  The  Administrator  is  authorized, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  3648  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  to  make  advance  or  progress  payments  on  account  of 
any  grant  made  under  this  section.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  not  exceeding  $230,000,000,  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  section,  and  any  amounts  so  appropriated  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of 
any  funds  so  appropriated  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator  for 
studies,  research,  and  demonstration  projects,  undertaken  independ¬ 
ently  or  by  contract,  for  the  development  and  improvement  of  tech¬ 
niques  and  methods  for  comprehensive  planning  and  for  the  advance¬ 
ment  of  the  purposes  of  this  section,  and  for  grants  to  assist  in  the 
conduct  of  studies  and  research  relating  to  needed  revisions  in  State 
statutes  which  create,  govern,  or  control  local  governments  and  local 
governmental  operations. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  HON.  WILLIAM  JENNINGS 

BRYAN  DORN 


I  wholeheartedly  support  S.  602  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  The  Appalachian  program  conceived  in  1965  over  the 
last  2  years  has  proved  to  be  a  needed  and  necessary  one  for  the 
region  and  one  which  will,  I  believe  over  the  next  few  years,  enhance 
greatly  the  entire  economic  development  of  the  region.  I  Avould  com¬ 
mend  particularly  those  who  administer  the  program  including  the 
former  Federal  Cochairman  John  L.  Sweeney,  the  present  Federal 
Cochairman  Joe  W.  Fleming  and  his  alternate,  Fred  B.  Burke. 

One  of  the  most  important  industries  in  the  entire  Appalachian 
region  and  one  whose  growth  I  have  consistently  supported  and 
encouraged  is  the  textile  industry.  During  the  hearings  before  the 
committee  testimony  was  presented  which  underlines  a  problem  which 
threatens  to  affect  adversely  the  maintenance  and  expansion  of  man¬ 
ufacturing  employment  in  the  Appalachian  region.  On  behalf  of  the 
textile  industries,  testimony  and  data  were  presented  indicating  that 
to  an  impressive  degree  manufacturing  employment  in  Appalachia  is 
concentrated  in  the  man-made  fiber  producing  industry  and  the  tex¬ 
tile  and  apparel  industries  utilizing  cotton,  wool,  and  man-made  fibers. 
A  large  and  rapidly  rising  volume  of  imports  of  man-made  staple 
fiber,  filaments,  and  filament  yarn  and  textile  and  apparel  articles 
of  cotton,  wool,  and  man-made  fiber  are  threatening  to  impair  the 
maintenance  of  employment  in  these  industries.  The  textile  industry 
spokesman  called  attention  to  the  following  facts: 

(1)  The  total  number  of  jobs  in  the  textile  industry,  as  defined 
above,  in  the  Appalachian  region  is  about  453,000. 

(2)  In  a  significant  number  of  counties  in  Pennsylvania,  Kentucky, 
Virginia,  Tennessee,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  and 
Alabama,  75  percent  or  more  of  all  manufacturing  jobs  are  directly 
in  this  textile  industry.  In  an  even  greater  number  of  counties  in  these 
States  and  in  West  Virginia,  from  50  to  75  percent  of  all  manufac¬ 
turing  jobs  are  directly  in  the  textile  industry.  In  the  remaining 
counties  of  the  Appalachian  region,  the  textile  industry  provides  not 
less  than  from  12  to  50  percent  of  all  manufacturing  jobs. 

(3)  In  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  the  textile  industry  accounts  for  13 
percent  of  all  manufacturing  jobs,  but  in  the  Appalachian  region  this 
industry  supplies  26  percent  of  all  manufacturing  jobs.  If  the  counties 
in  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  and  Ohio  are  excluded,  the  textile  in¬ 
dustry  supplies  41  percent  of  all  manufacturing  jobs  in  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  region. 

(4)  Within  the  Appalachian  region  and  the  area  within  50  miles 
beyond  its  borders,  the  textile  industry  accounts  for  a  total  of 
1,022,000  manufacturing  jobs.  This  is  nearly  one-half  of  the  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  textile  industry  in  the  Nation,  and  24  percent  of  total 
manufacturing  employment  in  that  enlarged  area. 

(5)  While  the  Federal  Government  and  the  governments  of  the 
States  included  in  the  Appalachian  region  are  cooperating  through  the 
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programs  developed  by  the  Commission  in  an  increase  in  the  pace  of 
economic  activity  within  the  region,  including  the  creation  of  addi¬ 
tional  jobs  in  the  manufacturing  sector,  imports  of  man-made  fibers 
and  textile  products  of  cotton,  wool,  and  man-made  fibers,  including 
apparel,  are  increasing  at  an  alarming  rate.  Between  the  year  ended 
June  30,  1961,  and  the  calendar  year  1966,  imports  of  cotton  textiles 
increased  by  72  percent,  wool  textiles  by  34  percent,  and  man-made 
fiber  textiles  by  146  percent. 

While  imports  of  cotton  textiles  are  subject  to  regulation  for  the 
next  3  years  under  the  terms  of  the  extended  long-term  cotton  textile 
arrangement,  there  is  no  system  of  providing  for  quantitative  limita¬ 
tion  on  imports  of  man-made  fibers,  and  textile  products  including 
apparel  of  man-made  fiber  and  of  wool.  The  textile  industry  warned 
the  committee  that  the  impact  of  these  mounting  imports  of  man¬ 
made  fibers  and  textile  and  apparel  products  of  all  fibers  in  the  U.S. 
market  will  be  heavily  centered  on  employment  in  the  Appalachian 
region  as  a  result  of  the  concentration  of  the  industry’s  employment 
in  the  region.  Failure  on  the  part  of  the  U.S.  Government  to  achieve 
some  reasonable  control  over  these  textile  imports  could  neutralize 
the  benefits  for  the  Appalachian  region  and  employment  within  the 
region  which  the  Federal  programs  authorized  by  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  are 
intended  to  secure. 

I  realize  that  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  does  not  have  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  regulation  of  foreign  trade,  and  is  therefore  powerless 
to  initiate  remedial  action  on  this  textile  import  problem.  I  therefore 
take  this  opportunity  to  present  this  information  to  the  chairman 
and  members  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  with  a  request 
that  that  committee  give  the  matter  the  earliest  practicable  consid¬ 
eration. 


William  Jennings  Bryan  Dorn. 


MINORITY  VIEWS  ON  S.  602 


In  1965  when  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  was  being 
considered,  minority  members  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
opposed  its  enactment  primarily  because  it  offered  preferential  treat¬ 
ment  to  one  part  of  the  Nation  and  discriminated  against  all  parts 
of  the  United  States  not  within  the  boundaries  of  the  region.  This  is 
not  “creative  federalism” — it  is  creative  favoritism.  We  have  no  reason 
to  change  our  view  that  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965  is  discriminatory.  Prosperous  counties  within  Appalachia 
receive  special  Federal  financial  assistance,  while  prosperous  counties 
elsewhere  do  not.  Economically  depressed  counties  within  Appalachia 
receive  special  financial  assistance  under  both  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965, 
while  economically  depressed  counties  outside  of  Appalachia  receive 
special  financial  assistance  only  under  the  Economic  Development  Act. 

The  Appalachian  development  highway  and  access  road  program, 
which  utilizes  the  bulk  of  the  funds  authorized  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  is  particularly,  discriminatory  to 
the  rest  of  the  Nation.  Very  little  of  this  money  is  being  used  to  open 
up  new  areas  for  development.  It  is  being  used  primarily  to  improve 
existing  highways.  In  those  States  which  are  only  partly  within  Appala¬ 
chia,  the  special  Appalachian  highway  program  simply  enables  those 
States  to  utilize  their  regular  Federal-aid  highway  fund  in  other  parts 
of  the  State,  while  still  carrying  out  a  road  construction  program  in  the 
Appalachian  portion. 

Despite  our  opposition  to  this  discriminatory  program,  we  recognize 
that  it  is  an  ongoing  program  which  has  been  underway  for  over  2 
years  and  has  4  more  years  to  run  before  its  termination  on  July  1, 
1971.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  Congress  would  repeal  this  program  despite 
its  discriminatory  aspects. 

We  feel  strongly,  however,  that  whatever  the  reasons  for  continuing 
the  special  Appalachian  program,  it  certainly  should  not  be  expanded. 
S.  602  provides  not  only  for  continuing  the  special  Appalachian 
program  but  also  for  its  expansion  and  enlargement. 

Some  of  the  most  objectionable  features  of  S.  602  are  as  follows: 

(1)  It  changes  the  financial  structure  of  the  program  by  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  appropriation  of  funds  directly  to  the  President, 
for  reasons  which  have  not  been  fully  or  adequately  explained. 

(2)  It  expands  the  size  of  the  region  by  adding  24  new  counties 
which  are  outside  of  the  Appalachian  region  studied  by  the 
President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  in  1964,  outside 
of  the  “mountain  land” — -the  “region  apart” — described  in  the 
Commission’s  report,  and  outside  of  the  Appalachian  region 
established  by  Congress  in  1965. 

(3)  It  expands  the  program  by  authorizing  funds  in  excess  of 
the  amounts  requested  and  appropriated  in  prior  years,  and 
beyond  the  amounts  needed  to  continue  the  program  at  a  level 
comparable  to  that  reflected  in  the  President’s  budget  requests. 
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(4)  It  expands  the  program  by  authorizing  funds  for  new 
purposes  in  addition  to  those  provided  for  under  present  law. 

The  most  objectionable  feature  of  S.  602,  in  our  opinion,  is  the 
inclusion  of  title  II  which  would  amend  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965  and  authorize  the  appropriation 
of  additional  funds  for  the  Economic  Development  Administration. 
The  Administration  did  not  ask  for  these  amendments  and  made  no 
f>ro vision  for  them  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1968.  The  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  held  no  hearings  on  this  title  of  the  bill.  The  House  Committee 
on  Public  Works  has  heard  no  testimony  from  the  Administration 
regarding  these  amendments.  Title  II  should  not  be  a  part  of  the 
bill,  which  has  as  its  basic  purpose  the  continued  funding  of  the 
Appalachian  regional  program. 

Our  reasons  for  objecting  to  several  features  in  S.  602  are  discussed 
more  fully  below: 

Who  Has  the  Appropriation?  A  New  Version  of  the  Shell  Game 

Sections  106,  116,  120,  and  122  of  S.  602  authorize  the  appropriation 
to  the  President  of  all  funds  to  carry  out  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  except  funds  to  cover  the  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  which  are  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  directly  to  the  Commission.  Under  existing 
law,  appropriation  requests  for  Appalachian  program  funds  have 
been  submitted  as  parts  of  the  budgets  of  the  executive  departments 
responsible  for  implementing  the  individual  programs  authorized  by 
the  act,  and  Congress  has  appropriated  such  funds  to  the  appropriate 
departments.  Funds  for  the  Federal  share  of  its  administrative 
expenses  have  been  appropriated  directly  to  the  Commission. 

Those  advocating  this  change  in  the  recipient  of  appropriations 
claim  that  the  existing  procedure  deprives  the  Commission  of  the 
ability  to  propose,  prepare,  present,  and  fight  for  the  money  it  needs 
to  make  the  total  program  work.  They  contend  that  appropriations 
for  the  Appalachian  program  should  be  sought  on  a  consolidated 
basis,  and  that  by  authorizing  appropriations  to  the  President  they 
will  achieve  a  single  review  of  the  program  in  the  appropriation 
process. 

This  is  simply  a  device  to  force  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  to 
assign  jurisdiction  of  the  entire  Appalachian  program  to  a  single 
subcommittee.  In  the  past,  appropriations  for  individual  programs 
under  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  have  been  con¬ 
sidered  along  with  other  appropriations  to  the  departments  adminis¬ 
tering  such  programs,  as  parts  of  those  departments’  overall  opera¬ 
tions,  by  the  appropriate  subcommittees  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations.  There  is  nothing  in  existing  law  to  prevent  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  from  presenting  a  consolidation  of  the  separate  budget 
requests  for  the  Appalachian  regional  program  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  nor  is  enactment  of  S.  602  necessary  to  permit  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  to  assign  jurisdiction  of  the  entire 
Appalachian  program  to  a  single  subcommittee,  if  it  so  desires.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  Federal  Cochairman  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  could  request  that  he  be  permitted  to  testify  before  the 
subcommittees  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  relative  to  the 
Appalachian  program  portion  of  each  of  the  appropriate  department’s 
budgets  and  to  otherwise  participate  in  the  committee’s  consideration 


74  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

of  his  budget.  These  amendments  are  an  obvious  attempt  by  the 
Administration,  which  requested  the  change,  to  dictate  the  internal 
organization  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Enactment  of  this  bill  will  in  no  way  change  the  initial  proposal  and 
preparation  of  the  Commission’s  budget  by  the  Commission  or  its 
review  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  If  the  procedure  operates  as 
intended  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  it  will  establish,  how¬ 
ever,  two  additional  layers  of  officialdom  through  which  the  funds 
will  be  transferred  or  allocated  before  reaching  the  departments  that 
have  the  responsibility  for  implementing  the  program. 

It  is  understood,  according  to  the  report  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Public  Works  (Rept.  No.  161,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.),  that  funds 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  President,  under  authority  of  this  bill,  will 
be  transferred  by  him  to  the  Federal  cochairman  of  the  Commission, 
who  in  turn  will  allocate  funds  to  appropriate  departments  to  carry 
out  the  programs  authorized  by  the  act  and  make  grants  to  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  for  administrative  expenses  of 
local  development  districts  and  for  research. 

Such  circuitous  routing  of  appropriated  funds  is  not  needed,  and  it 
is  highly  undesirable.  The  appropriation  of  Appalachian  program  funds 
to  the  President  would  carry  with  it  personal  responsibility  of  the 
President  for  the  proper  administration,  allocation,  and  expenditure 
of  such  funds.  The  President  of  the  greatest  Nation  on  earth  does 
not  have  time  to  divert  his  attention  from  ever-increasing  world  and 
national  problems  to  personally  administer  any  individual  govern¬ 
mental  program.  That  is  not  a  President’s  function.  If  it  is  intended 
that  the  President  act  merely  as  a  conduit  for  the  transfer  of  appro¬ 
priated  Appalachian  program  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  with  no  guidance,  supervision, 
and  oversight  responsibilities  being  assumed  by  the  President  in  the 
allocation  and  expenditure  of  such  funds,  then  it  is  subterfuge  to 
authorize  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  the  President  in  the  first  place. 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  bill  which  either  requires  or  authorizes 
the  President  to  transfer  appropriated  Appalachian  funds  to  anyone, 
except  the  authority  for  the  President  to  provide  supplemental  grant 
funds,  under  section  214  of  the  act,  to  the  Federal  Cochairman.  This 
provision,  however,  applies  to  only  $71  million  of  the  total  of  $935 
million  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President  by  this  bill. 
In  fact,  under  the  provisions  of  section  120  of  the  bill,  which  amends 
section  302  of  the  act  pertaining  to  administrative  expenses  of  local 
development  districts  and  research  and  demonstration  projects,  the 
President’s  only  express  authority  is  to  make  grants  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  There  is  no  language  in  this  section  authorizing  the  President 
to  transfer  appropriated  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  for  him  to 
use  in  making  grants  in  behalf  of  the  President.  Nevertheless,  that 
mav  be  what  is  planned. 

If  the  President  can  transfer  appropriated  Appalachian  program 
funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  and  thereby  relieve  himself  of  personal  responsibility  for  the 
proper  allocation  and  expenditure  of  such  funds,  as  is  apparently 
intended,  it  would  seem  that  he  could  likewise  transfer  such  funds, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  to  any  number  of  other  possible  recipients,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  or  one  or  more  of 
the  several  departments  implementing  individual  programs  under 
the  act.  In  the  event  the  funds  are  transferred  by  the  President, 
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where  does  responsibility  lie  for  its  proper  expenditure?  Who  is 
accountable  to  the  Congress?  The  Presidential  conduit  can  take 
directions  never  intended  by  Congress  and  can  insulate  from  Con¬ 
gressional  scrutiny  and  oversight  actions  taken  with  respect  to  the 
funds. 

The  Congress  should  determine  what  Federal  officials  are  responsible 
for  administering,  allocating,  and  expending  funds  appropriated  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act — not  the  President.  The  Congress  should  have  ready  access  to 
such  officials,  who  may  be  called  upon  to  personally  account  for 
their  stewardship  and  administration  of  appropriated  funds  before 
committees  of  the  Congress.  The  appropriations  should  not  be  made 
to  the  President,  or  to  any  other  official  whose  appearance  as  a 
witness  before  congressional  committees  is  not  assured.  The  Congress 
should  not  be  forced  to  rely  upon  messages  or  statements  made  by 
representatives  of  the  recipient  of  the  appropriations  concerning 
allocations  and  expenditures  and  justifications  for  future  appro- 
.  priations.  Committees  of  the  Congress  should  have  the  opportunity 
j}  to  personally  interrogate  the  official  to  whom  the  funds  are  appro¬ 
priated  and  who  is  ultimately  responsible  for  proper  expenditure  of 
the  funds. 

There  is  no  justification  for  this  change  in  light  of  the  resulting 
confusion,  pyramiding  of  officials  through  whom  the  appropriated 
funds  will  pass,  and  dilution  of  responsibility  for  the  expenditure 
of  such  funds.  Appalachian  program  funds  should  continue  to  be 
appropriated,  as  under  existing  law,  to  the  executive  departments 
responsible  for  carrying  out  individual  programs  authorized  by  the 
act  and  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  supplemental  grants. 

Expansion  of  Appalachian  Region 

Section  123  of  S.  602  would  expand  the  Appalachian  region  by 
adding  24  counties:  one  in  New  York,  one  in  Tennessee,  two  in 
Alabama,  and  20  in  Mississippi.  The  only  apparent  reason  for  adding 
the  two  Alabama  counties  is  to  make  the  Mississippi  counties  more 
contiguous  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

When  the  Congress  enacted  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  it  did  so  on  the  basis  that  it  was  providing  special 
assistance  to  help  solve  specific  economic  problems  within  an  identi- 
tifiable  region. 

The  1964  report  by  the  President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion  described  the  region  as  follows : 

Appalachia  is  a  region  apart — geographically  and  statisti¬ 
cally.  It  is  a  mountain  land  boldly  upthrust  between  the 
prosperous  eastern  seaboard  and  the  industrial  Middle 
West — a  highland  region  which  sweeps  diagonally  across  10 
States  from  northern  Pennsylvania  to  northern  Alabama.  Its 
ridges  and  twisted  spurs  and  valleys  measure  to  160,000 
square  miles — an  area  10  times  the  size  of  Switzerland. 

Adding  the  20  Mississippi  counties  listed  in  the  bill  would  extend 
the  Appalachian  region  some  50  miles  westerly,  to  a  point  as  far  west 
as  Madison,  Wis.  These  counties  in  no  way  fit  the  description  of  “a 
mountain  land  boldly  upthrust”  and  are  chiefly  characterized  by 
their  lack  of  “ridges  and  twisted  spurs  and  valleys.”  The  U.S.  Geo- 
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logical  Survey,  in  a  map  of  land-surface  form  prepared  for  publication 
the  the  National  Atlas,  classified  an  area  including  the  two  Alabama 
counties  and  a  narrow  strip  along  the  Mississippi -Alabama  State  line 
as  “open  hills.”  The  greatest  part  of  the  area  within  the  Mississippi 
counties  which  would  be  added  to  the  region  is  classified  as  “irregular 
plains.” 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  was  based 
upon  a  comprehensive  study  of  specific  needs  within  the  Appalachian 
region,  and  the  act  provided  for  specific  programs  to  meet  those 
needs.  Although  the  Senate  report  contains  a  statement  to  the  effect 
that  almost  the  entire  State  of  Mississippi  shares  certain  conditions 
characteristic  of  the  entire  Appalachian  region,  there  is  no  persuasive 
evidence  that  the  specific  programs  set  forth  in  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  would  be  the  proper  remedy  to 
cure  the  economic  ills  of  these  additional  counties  in  Mississippi  and 
Alabama.  For  example,  the  1964  report  of  the  President’s  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  discussed  the  need  for  a  special  highway  pro¬ 
gram  in  Appalachia  and  contained  the  following  statement: 

The  remoteness  and  isolation  of  this  region,  lying  directly  ^ 
adjacent  to  the  greatest  concentrations  of  people  and  wealth 
in  the  country,  is  the  very  basis  of  the  Appalachian  lag.  Its 
penetration  by  an  adequate  transportation  network  is  the 
first  requisite  of  its  full  participation  in  industrial  America. 

Although  the  lion’s  share  of  the  funds  made  available  for  special 
programs  in  the  Appalachian  region  is  for  the  development  highway 
program,  it  appears  that  there  are  no  plans  to  extend  this  develop¬ 
ment  highway  program  into  the  Mississippi  counties. 

We  also  believe  that  enlargement  of  the  Appalachian  region  is 
totally  inconsistent  with  the  enactment  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  report  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  on  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  responded  to  criticism 
that  the  act  provided  for  preferential  treatment  of  one  region  by 
stating,  “The  committee  recognizes  that  there  are  other  regions  of 
the  United  States  which  face  severe  problems  of  unemployment  and 
low  income.”  The  report  then  referred  to  Presidential  assurances  that 
“the  means  for  establishing  such  other  needed  regional  efforts  will  be 
made  available  through  other  legislation.”  The  Public  Works  and  1 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  was  presented  to  the  Congress 
as  being  that  “other  legislation.” 

The  report  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  concerning 
that  act  described  it  as  being  based  upon  three  previous  acts,  one  of 
which  was  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  and 
described  the  proposed  legislation  as  containing  “authority  to  assist 
other  needy  regions  to  get  organized  and  to  develop  their  action  plans 
for  programs  of  future  regional  economic  development. ” 

If  the  Appalachian  region  is  enlarged  to  include  countries  not 
geographically  a  part  thereof,  it  will  be  a  recognition  by  the  Congress 
that  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
inadequate,  and  this,  in  turn,  will  further  emphasize  the  fact  that  the 
special  treatment  afforded  the  Appalachian  region  is  discriminatory 
to  other  parts  of  the  Nation. 

Schoharie  County,  N.Y.,  is  eligible  for  all  of  the  benefits  provided 
under  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 
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One  of  the  two  Alabama  counties  to  be  added  (Pickens)  is  eligible  for 
such  benefits,  and  10  of  the  20  Mississippi  counties  are  eligible,  while 
Cannon  County,  Tenn.,  Lamar  County,  Ala.,  and  10  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  counties  do  not  meet  the  criteria  of  economic  deprivation  needed 
to  qualify  for  assistance  under  that  act. 

Of  the  20  Mississippi  counties,  18  make  up  the  Tombigbee  River 
Water  Management  District  and  the  Northeast  Mississippi  Resources 
Conservation  and  Development  Project  Area,  and  the  other  two  have 
indicated  an  intent  to  join  the  district.  This  represents  an  organized 
economic  planning  area.  A  recent  publication  of  the  Office  of  Economic 
Opportunity  describes  some  459  Federal  programs  for  the  assistance 
of  individuals  and  communities.  Surely,  among  the  vast  numbers  of 
Federal  assistance  programs,  the  organized  economic  planning  area, 
comprising  these  Mississippi  counties,  can  find  the  needed  economic 
assistance.  It  is  unnecessary  and  undesirable  to  enlarge  the  already 
swollen  Appalachian  region  by  adding  more  counties  which  are  not, 
in  fact,  a  part  of  that  geographical  region. 

Excessive  Authorization  of  Funds 

S.  602,  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  would 
authorize  the  appropriation  of  $220  million  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period 
1968  and  1969  for  Appalachian  programs  other  than  the  development 
highway  and  access  road  program,  and  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Commission. 

In  addition  to  this  $220  million,  the  bill  authorizes  the  appropriation 
of  $715  million  for  development  highways  and  access  roads  for  fiscal 
years  1968  through  1971,  which  is  an  increase  of  $175  million  over  ex¬ 
isting  authorizations,  and  $1.7  million  for  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Commission  for  the  2-fiscal-year  period  1968  and  1969.  S.  602 
authorizes  the  appropriation  of  a  total  of  $936.7  million,  of  which 
$396.7  million  are  new  authorizations. 

Of  considerable  significance  is  the  relationship  between  the  amounts 
to  be  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  the  President’s  budget  requests, 
and  the  amounts  appropriated  and  committed  in  prior  years. 

The  following  table  shows  a  financial  analysis  of  the  Appalachian 
regional  development  program: 
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It  will  be  noted  that  the  total  amount  authorized  for  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Commission  and  for  Appalachian  programs,  other  than 
highways,  for  fiscal  years  1965  (3  months  only),  1966,  and  1967  was 
$252.4  million.  The  budget  requests  for  that  period  totaled  $182.05 
million  and  $166.99  million  was  actually  appropriated.  Of  that 
amount,  only  $125.05  million  was  committed  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1967,  leaving  a  balance  of  $41.94  million,  which  is  available  until 
expended. 

Since  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  has  been  unable  to 
commit  more  than  $125  million  in  the  first  2  years  and  3  months,  for 
Appalachia  programs  other  than  highways,  it  seems  ridiculous  to 
authorize  the  appropriation  of  $220  million  for  the  succeeding  2 
years  for  the  same  purposes,  plus  $1.7  million  for  administrative 
expenses  of  the  Commission. 

In  addition  to  this,  the  budget  requests  for  Appalachian  programs, 
other  than  highways  and  Commission  administrative  expenses,  total 
$64.2  million  for  fiscal  year  1968.  If  this  amount  is  appropriated,  the 
Administration  will  have  $106.14  million  (budget  requests  plus 
$41.94  million  carryover)  to  commit  during  fiscal  year  1968 — sub¬ 
stantially  more  than  has  been  committed  in  any  prior  year. 

If  the  proposed  authorizations  of  $220  million  for  fiscal  years  1968 
and  1969  are  enacted,  and  if  the  amounts  of  the  President’s  budget 
requests  for  fiscal  year  1968  are  appropriated  without  change,  there 
would  remain  authorized  for  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1969  the 
sum  of  $155.8  million,  which  is  about  47  percent  more  than  the  amount 
expected  to  be  committed  in  fiscal  year  1968.  Perhaps  it  is  not  coinci¬ 
dental  that  fiscal  year  1969  is  a  presidential  election  year. 

It  has  become  the  practice  of  the  present  Administration  to  ask  the 
Congress  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  huge  amounts  of  money 
for  widely  publicized  programs  which  appeal  to  the  emotions  and 
imagination  of  the  people  of  the  Nation — and  then  to  ask  for  the 
appropriation  of  substantially  lesser  amounts  to  actually  carry  out 
the  programs.  By  so  doing,  the  Administration  apparently  hopes  to 
please  everybody — those  who  are  in  favor  of  economy  in  Government, 
as  well  as  those  who  evidently  think  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  is  a  perpetual  fountain.  The  Administration  appears  to  be 
oblivious  to  the  disappointments  and  frustrations  of  those  who  expect 
so  much  of  widely  publicized  programs  and  receive  so  little. 

We  believe  that  the  responsibilities  of  the  Congress  go  beyond  the 
close  and  careful  scrutiny  of  requests  for  the  appropriation  of  funds. 
We  believe  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  legislative  committees 
and  of  the  Congress  to  insure  that  amounts  authorized  for  particular 
programs  bear  reasonable  relationship  to  the  programs  to  be  actually 
undertaken. 

Authorizing  the  appropriation  of  $220  million  for  fiscal  years  1968 
and  1969,  when  the  President’s  budget  request  is  for  only  $64.2 
million  for  fiscal  year  1968,  would  permit  a  level  of  spending  in  1969 
almost  50  percent  greater  than  expected  in  1968,  and  almost  three 
times  the  average  annual  level  of  commitments  during  the  first  27 
months  of  the  program. 

It  seems  obvious  that  one  of  two  situations  exist:  Either  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  no  intention  of  asking  for  appropriation  of  the  full  amounts 
the  Administration  requested  be  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  or 
he  plans  to  launch  a  hugely  expanded  spending  program  in  a  year  that 
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interestingly  happens  to  be  a  presidential  election  year.  We  belived 
that  the  amounts  to  be  authorized  by  S.  602  should  be  reduced  to 
provide  for  a  level  of  commitments  for  fiscal  year  1969  comparable  to 
that  which  the  budget  requests  of  the  President  indicate  will  be  under¬ 
taken  during  fiscal  year  1968. 

Adding  New  Programs  in  Appalachia 

When  Congress  enacted  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  it  established  a  one-shop,  6-year  program  to  provide 
special  assistance  to  help  solve  specific  economic  problems  within  a 
clearly  defined  area,  in  response  to  recommendations  made  by  the 
President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  The  Congress  deter¬ 
mined  by  this  enactment  the  basic  facilities  needed  to  attack  the 
common  needs  of  the  region  and  to  promote  its  economic  growth  and 
provided  Federal  financial  assistance  for  such  facilities. 

Since  the  Appalachian  program  is  temporary  and  is  designed  to 
meet  certain  specific  needs  of  the  region,  there  is  no  justification  to 
tack  on  to  this  program,  as  it  approaches  its  mid  point,  new  and  addi-  ^ 
tional  kinds  of  Federal  financial  assistance  to  serve  purposes  and  needs  1 
not  contemplated  in  the  1965  act.  We  strongly  oppose  any  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  the  scope  of  the  Appalachian  program,  including  the  following 
new  kinds  of  financial  assistance  and  activities  which  would  be  added 
by  this  bill. 

LOW-  AND  MODERATE-INCOME  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE 

Section  112  of  S.  602  creates  an  entirely  new  program  of  Federal 
financial  assistance  for  planning  and  other  preliminary  expenses  of 
low-  and  moderate-income  housing  projects  in  the  Appalachian  region. 
This  section  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  to  make  grants  and  loans  to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend, 
or  cooperative  organizations,  or  to  public  bodies  for  expenses  of 
planning  and  of  obtaining  insured  mortgages  for  housing  construction 
or  rehabilitation  projects,  under  section  221  of  the  National  Housing 
Act. 

Grants  may  be  made  to  nonprofit  organizations  for  80  percent  of 
the  administrative  expenses  incident  to  planning  a  project  and  obtain¬ 
ing  an  insured  mortgage,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to  be  ^ 
recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221. 

Loans  may  be  made  for  80  percent  of  the  cost  of  planning  a  project 
and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section  221,  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  market  needs,  1 
preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  fees,  site  options, 
Federal  Housing  Administration  and  Federal  National  Mortgage 
Association  fees,  and  construction  loan  fees  and  discounts.  These  loans 
can  be  made  without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or  below  market 
interest  rate  authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221. 

Not  only  is  this  section  objectionable  because  it  creates  a  new  and 
additional  kind  of  financial  assistance  over  and  above  that  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  Congress  when  the  Appalachian  program  was  enacted 
in  1965,  but  it  should  not  be  enacted  into  law  for  a  number  of  additional 
reasons. 

The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  would  be  au¬ 
thorized,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  an  organization  established 
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for  profit,  to  “waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan  made 
under  this  section,  including  interest,  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is 

{unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under 
section  221.”  Probably  in  most  cases,  borrowers  would  contend  that 
j  they  were  unable  to  recover  planning  and  other  preliminary  expenses 
from  up  to  100  percent  construction  loans  insured  under  section  221, 

{and  the  planning  and  preliminary  expense  loans  would  be  converted 
into  Federal  grants. 

This  is  a  disturbing  provision.  We  feel  that  one  who  secures  a  loan 
I  from  the  Federal  Government  should  have  the  same  responsibility 

(of  repaying  it  as  he  would  if  the  loan  had  been  obtained  from  a  private 
banking  institution.  Such  a  forgiveness  provision  will  encourage  bor- 
S  rowers  not  to  repay  loans  at  the  expense  of  all  of  the  taxpayers  of  the 
Nation. 

This  new  program  is  being  established  supposedly  to  encourage  the 
construction  or  rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  families  and  individuals.  Yet,  there  is  no  definition 
j.  in  the  bill,  or  in  section  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  of  what 
|r  constitutes  a  low-  or  moderate-income  family  or  individual.  We  feel 
that  a  definition  should  be  written  into  law  rather  than  it  being  left 
to  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary. 

There  is  no  definition  in  the  bill  of  administrative  expenses  or 
expenses  of  obtaining  an  insured  loan,  other  than  a  partial  listing  of 
purposes  for  which  loan  money  can  be  expended.  Inasmuch  as  the 
Secretary  would  be  authorized  to  make  80  percent  Federal  grants 
i  and  loans  for  such  expenses,  this  is  a  substantial  ommission.  Ap- 
|  parently,  it  is  intended  that  the  expenses  eligible  for  grants  differ 
i  from  those  eligible  for  loans,  but  this  distinction  cannot  be  ascertained 
from  the  language  of  the  bill.  Presumably,  among  other  things,  the 
i  fees  charged  by  attorneys,  lobbyists,  expediters,  public  relations 
i  firms,  and  others  to  promote  projects  and  influence  favorable  actions 
by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  the  Secretary,  and  other 

||  public  officials  would  be  eligible  for  80  percent  Federal  grants  and 
oans.  Members  of  Congress  are  being  asked  to  write  a  blank  check 
‘or  whatever  the  Secretary  decides  to  include  in  eligible  expenses, 
I  rather  than  Congress  making  the  determination. 

(The  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  has  no  legislative  juris¬ 
diction  over,  or  expertise  on,  housing  legislation.  The  new  grant 
and  loan  program  created  by  this  section  is  a  major  addition  to  ex¬ 
isting  housing  laws.  It  is  more  far  reaching  than  the  mere  inclusion 
of  an  existing  program  in  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
t  Act  of  1965.  Legislation  of  this  importance  should  not  have  been 
i  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  without  it  first  being 

I  considered  by  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency.  The  recom¬ 
mendations  of  that  committee,  which  has  jurisdiction  over  housing 

1  legislation  and  years  of  experience  in  the  field  of  housing,  should  have 
been  sought.  Housing  legislation  is  quite  complex  and  interrelated, 

I  and  the  need  for  this  section  and  its  effect  upon  existing  housing  laws 
i  and  programs  are  unknown. 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  A  NEW  ACID  MINE  POLLUTION  CONTROL  PROGRAM  FOR 

APPALACHTA 

Section  120(b)  of  S.  602  would  authorize  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  to  make  a  survey  and  study  of  acid  pollution  in  the 
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Appalachian  region  to  develop  a  comprehensive  action  program  for 
the  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  such  pollution  or  its  effects. 

This  new  study  could  result  in  the  formulation  of  an  entirely  new 
massive  program  for  the  region. 

The  enactment  of  this  section  was  not  sought  by  the  Administra¬ 
tion,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

If  this  study  is  needed,  and  we  question  that  it  is,  then  sufficient 
authority  to  conduct  a  survey  and  study  of  acid  pollution  from  mines 
already  exists  in  section  5  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act, 
as  amended.  Under  this  provision  of  existing  law,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  could  conduct  the  study  called  for  by  section  120(b)  of  S.  602, 
as  reported,  through  an  existing,  ongoing  research  program.  This 
would  prevent  the  needless  duplication  which  would  arise  from  the 
enactment  of  section  120(b)  of  the  reported  bill. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  presently  carrying  out  much  work 
in  the  area  of  acid  pollution  from  mines.  The  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Administration  (FWPCA)  estimates  its  expenditures  for 
research  and  development  with  respect  to  acid  pollution  from  mines 
for  fiscal  year  1967  were  $1,572,255.  The  FWPCA  also  estimates  that 
it  will  expend  nearly  $3  million  on  research  and  development  on  this 
problem  in  fiscal  year  1968.  The  Bureau  of  Mines,  the  Bureau  of 
Sports  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  the  Geological  Survey,  and  the  Office  of 
Saline  Water  are  also  engaged  in  activities  relating  to  acid  pollution. 
Many  of  these  activities,  if  not  most  of  them,  are  carried  out  in  the 
Appalachian  region.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  the  expertise 
and  the  technical  knowledge  presently  to  recommend  any  programs 
of  action  that  may  be  needed  in  the  area. 

Part  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  survey  and  study  called  for  by 
this  bill  have  already  been  examined  under  the  survey  and  study  of 
strip  and  surface  mining  operations  and  their  effects  in  the  United 
States,  which  was  required  by  section  205(c)  of  the  1965  Appalachian 
Act.  The  report  on  this  study  was  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  July  3, 
1967.  One  of  the  features  of  the  report  relates  to  pollution  of  America’s 
waters  by  acid  from  strip  and  surface  mines,  one  of  the  main  sources 
of  acid  pollution  in  Appalachia.  Approximately  25  percent  of  all  coal 
mining  in  the  United  States  is  surface  or  strip  mining;  however,  the 
greatest  portion  of  such  surface  and  strip  coal  mining  in  the  United 
States  lies  in  the  Appalachian  region.  With  respect  to  underground 
mines,  with  which  the  proposed  new  study  would  primarily  concern 
itself,  the  major  aspect  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior’s  acid  pollu¬ 
tion  activities  has  been  the  sealing  of  such  underground  mines,  a 
matter  toward  which  the  new  acid  pollution  study  is  aimed.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  can  carry  out  such  a  study  under  authority 
now  in  the  law. 

Since  38  States  of  our  Nation  have  coalfields,  and  inasmuch  as 
these  States  suffer,  in  varying  degrees,  from  acid  pollution,  we  feel 
that  this  proposed  new  study  would  lead  to  another  preferential 
program  for  Appalachia  which  discriminates  against  the  rest  of  the 
Nation.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  report  to  Congress  of  July  3, 
1967,  encompasses  all  the  States  plagued  with  this  problem  within  its 
recommendations.  We  are  opposed  to  the  enactment  of  proposals 
which  would  discriminate  any  further  against  those  areas  of  our 
Nation  which  lie  outside  of  the  Appalachian  region. 
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We  see  no  reason  to  undertake  a  new  program  for  the  Appalachian 
region  when  the  6-year  period  of  life  of  this  economic  development 
effort  is  almost  half  over.  The  concepts  underlying  the  enactment  of  the 
Appalachian  Act  in  1965  were  for  the  acceleration  of  existing  programs 
within  the  region  to  meet  critical  economic  development  needs.  There 
is  no  necessity  for  starting  a  new  program  for  the  region,  a  program 
that  could  eventually  cost  as  much  as  $200  million  in  Federal  funds, 
according  to  administration  estimates  for  action  needed  to  rectify 
this  problem. 

Section  120(b)  should  be  stricken  from  S.  602. 

Unwarranted  Amendments  to  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 

Development  Act  of  1965 

Title  II  of  S.  602  would  amend  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  in  two  major  particulars:  First,  it  would 
require  that  not  to  exceed  $2.5  million  of  the  funds  authorized  for 
technical  assistance  and  research  be  allocated  each  year  to  each  re¬ 
gional  commission.  Second,  it  would  authorize  the  appropriation  of 
funds  for  a  supplemental  grant  program  in  each  economic  development 
region,  similar  to  the  supplemental  grant  program  available  under 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  The  bill  would 
authorize  the  appropriation  of  $5  million  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  $10 
million  for  fiscal  year  1969  for  each  region. 

The  basic  purpose  of  S.  602  is  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of 
funds  for  the  continuation  of  the  Appalachian  development  program. 
This  bill  is  not  the  proper  place  for  substantive  amendments  to  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965.  Proposals  to 
enlarge  the  Economic  Development  Act  program  should  be  considered 
on  their  own  merits,  and  should  not  be  attached  to  a  bill  dealing  with 
a  different  subject,  like  the  tail  of  a  kite. 

The  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  already 
contains  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  supple¬ 
mental  grants  to  increase  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  projects 
undertaken  under  the  various  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  Existing 
authority,  however,  is  limited  to  projects  within  counties  or  areas 
which  meet  the  criteria  of  economic  deprivation  necessary  for  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  assistance.  Under  the  supplementary  grant 
program,  which  would  be  added  by  title  II  of  S.  602,  supplementary 
grants  could  be  made  for  projects  within  any  county  in  an  economic 
development  region,  regardless  of  its  economic  condition.  Prosperous 
counties  and  communities  would  be  eligible  for  supplementary  grants 
as  well  as  those  which  are  economically  deprived.  This  certainly  was 
not  the  intention  of  Congress  when  it  enacted  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  administration  did  not  ask  for  these  amendments;  the  budget 
request  of  the  President  contains  nothing  for  the  additional  supple¬ 
mentary  grant  program  which  would  be  added;  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  has  heard  no  testimony  from  the  administration  nor 
from  the  regional  commissions  regarding  these  amendments.  The 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  held  no  hearings  regarding  this 
portion  of  S.  602. 
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In  discussing  these  amendments,  during  the  debate  on  S.  602  in  the 
other  body,  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works  stated: 

It  is  impossible  for  me,  however,  to  accept  an  amendment 
for  the  authorization  of  substantial  sums  of  money  for  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  not  been  given  adequate  hearing.  I  have  no 
reason  to  doubt  the  validity  of  the  request  or  the  beneficial 
results  which  will  be  achieved  by  the  construction  of  projects 
financed  by  this  request.  But  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  avoid 
the  established  order  in  carrying  out  the  business  of  the 
Senate.  I  have  assured  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  and  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  that  I  am  ready  to  hold  hearings,  no 
later  than  mid- July,  on  legislation  to  authorize  funds  for 
programs  for  the  title  V  regions.  I  believe  that  the  commis¬ 
sions  so  established  and  already  in  existence  can  formulate 
the  kinds  of  programs  and  secure  the  backup  data  necessary 
to  qualify  for  favorable  decisions  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  the  Senate.  I  request  that  we  be  accorded 
opportunities  to  reach  decisions  in  the  normal  and  reasoned 
way  in  which  these  matters  shoidd  be  handled.  ( Con¬ 
gressional  Record,  Apr.  27,  1967,  p.  S5995). 

Despite  this  statement,  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works  further  stated : 

The  members  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  tried 
within  the  limits  of  the  record  before  us  to  provide  what 
amounts  to  seed  money  in  the  form  of  supplements  to  the 
existing  Federal  grant-in-aid  program. 

It  is  pertinent  to  inquire  as  to  the  magnitude  of  this  “seed  money” 
proposal  which  was  enacted  without  the  benefit  of  congressional 
hearings. 

Section  202  of  the  bill  would  amend  section  505  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  by  requiring  that  not  to 
exceed  $25  million  of  the  funds  authorized  for  regional  technical  and 
planning  assistance  be  allocated  each  year  to  each  of  the  regional  com¬ 
missions.  Five  regional  commissions  have  been  established.  Allocations 
to  these  five  regional  commissions  could  total  $12.5  million  annually. 
At  least  two  additional  regional  commissions  have  been  proposed.  If 
these  are  established,  allocations  of  regional  technical  and  planning 
assistance  to  the  commissions  could  total  $17.5  million  annually.  It  is 
interesting  to  note  that  under  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  a  maximum  of  $15  million  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966-70,  for  both  regional  technical 
planning  assistance  and  for  payment  of  the  administrative  expenses 
of  the  regional  commissions.  Thus,  the  amounts  to  be  allocated  to  the 
regional  commissions  could  exceed  the  total  amounts  authorized  for 
the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Section  203  of  the  bill  would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $5 
million  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  $10  million  for  fiscal  year  1969  for  each 
of  the  regions  for  supplemental  assistance  for  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs.  The  total  amount  made  available  for  the  five  existing  regions 
for  which  commissions  have  been  established  could  be  $25  million  in 
fiscal  year  1968  and  $50  million  in  fiscal  year  1969,  which  is  a  total  of 
$75  million.  If  the  two  proposed  additional  regional  commissions  are 
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created,  this  would  add  an  additional  $10  million  for  fiscal  year  1968 
and  $20  million  for  fiscal  year  1969,  for  a  total  of  $105  million. 

We  are  in  full  accord  with  the  sentiment  of  the  respected  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  regarding  the  undesirability 
of  accepting  “an  amendment  for  the  authorization  of  substantial 
sums  of  money  for  programs  which  have  not  been  given  adequate 
hearing.”  We  apparently  differ,  however,  regarding  the  definition  of 
“substantial  sums  of  money.”  In  our  opinion,  $105  million  of  the 
taxpayers  money  constitutes  a  substantial  sum. 

Since  neither  the  House  nor  the  Senate  committee  has  obtained 
information  or  testimony  sufficient  to  justify  these  amendments  to 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  and  since 
the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  has  publicly 
announced  that  hearings  on  this  subject  will  begin  at  an  early  date, 
we  urge  our  colleagues  to  support  our  efforts  to  amend  S.  602  by 
striking  out  title  II. 

Conclusion 

While  we  objected  to  enactment  of  the  special  Appalachian  program 
in  the  first  place,  and  object  to  the  expansion  of  the  program  now, 
this  implies  no  criticism  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 
The  evidence  available  to  the  committee  indicates  that  the  program 
is  being  honestly  and  conscientiously  administered,  even  though  there 
is  no  way  of  assessing  its  success  or  lack  of  success  at  this  time. 

The  expenses  of  the  war  in  Vietnam  are  constantly  increasing.  The 
economic  strain  of  the  Nation  is  becoming  increasingly  more  severe. 
The  President,  in  his  fiscal  and  tax  policy  message  which  was  sent  to 
Congress  on  August  3,  1967,  stated  that  unless  expenditures  are 
tightly  controlled  the  national  deficit  for  fiscal  year  1968  is  likely  to 
be  from  $23.6  billion,  even  if  the  President’s  originally  proposed  6 
percent  tax  surcharge  were  enacted  into  law,  to  more  than  $28  billion 
if  no  tax  increase  is  approved  by  Congress.  The  President  has  proposed 
a  tax  increase,  but  so  far  has  given  no  real  indication  of  making  a 
sincere  effort  to  reduce  Federal  spending  in  1968  and  subsequent 
years  for  nonessential  Federal  programs. 

This  is  certainly  no  time  for  the  Congress  to  authorize  an  expansion 
of  a  program  which  was  initially  urged  upon  the  Congress  as  an 
experiment.  When  S.  602  is  debated  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  we  will 
strive  through  appropriate  amendments  to  limit  the  Appalachian 
program  to  its  current  level.  We  will  also  seek  to  strike  out  title  II 
of  the  bill,  which  amends  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  in  order  that  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  may 
be  given  time  to  hear  testimony  and  explore  the  merits  or  demerits 
of  this  particular  program.  We  urge  our  colleagues  to  join  us  in  these 
efforts. 

William  C.  Cramer. 

Don  H.  Clausen. 

Fred  Schwengel. 

Henry  C.  Schadeberg. 

Robert  V.  Denney. 

Roger  H.  Zion. 

Jack  H.  McDonald. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS 


We  concur  in  the  foregoing  minority  views,  which  we  have  signed. 
However,  we  feel  constrained  to  voice  strong  opposition  to  section  203 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  entitled 
“Land  Stabilization,  Conservation,  and  Erosion  Control,”  and  the 
provisions  of  section  108  of  S.  602,  to  amend  section  203,  to  authorize 
additional  appropriations  to  carry  out  that  section. 

The  minority  opposed  the  enactment  of  section  203  of  the  act  in 
1965.  We  feel  that  opposition  to  this  particularly  unfair  and  dis¬ 
criminatory  section  should  not  lapse  and  that  opposition  to  any 
expansion  of  the  program  or  any  additional  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  to  carry  out  the  section  is  essential. 

Section  203  of  the  1965  act  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  enter  into  agreements  of  not  more  than  10  years  with  landowners, 
operators,  and  occupiers,  individually  or  collectively,  for  payment  by 
the  Federal  Government  of  up  to  80  percent  of  the  costs  of  providing 
for  land  stabilization,  erosion  and  sediment  control,  and  reclamation 
through  changes  in  land  use,  and  conservation  treatment  including 
the  establishment  of  practices  and  measures  for  the  conservation  of 
soil,  water,  woodland,  wildlife,  and  recreational  purposes. 

This  preferential  section  was  entitled  “Pasture  Improvement  and 
Development”  in  the  Appalachian  legislation  of  1964.  This  bill  was 
reported  by  this  committee,  but  no  further  action  was  taken  by  the 
House  as  opposition  to  its  provisions  mounted.  The  1964  bill  would 
have  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  grants  to  land- 
owners  in  amounts  of  up  to  80  percent  of  the  costs  of  improving  and 
developing  25  acres  of  pastureland  owned  by  such  landowner  in  the 
region.  The  1964  proposal  was  considerably  broadened  in  the  1965  act 
to  include  lands  other  than  pastureland  and  to  increase  the  acreage 
available  for  assistance  to  50  acres,  despite  the  fact  that  there  was  no 
increase  in  funds  available  to  carry  out  the  section.  This  generated 
substantial  concern  as  to  the  standards  of  the  conservation  program 
which  was  to  be  established  and  the  effectiveness  of  the  techniques  to 
be  employed,  for  it  was  obvious  that  it  would  cost  more  to  improve 
50  acres  than  25  acres. 

However,  with  reasonable  assurances  that  section  203  would  not  be 
used  to  put  more  land  into  pasture,  the  section  was  enacted  in  1965 
without  the  intensity  of  the  opposition  which  had  arisen  to  confront  it 
in  the  previous  year. 

After  closely  examining  the  operation  of  this  program  since  its 
enactment  over  2  years  ago,  we  feel  that  it  is  clearly  in  the  public 
interest  not  to  authorize  any  additional  funds  to  carry  out  section  203. 

The  section  is  patently  discriminatory  to  the  rest  of  the  Nation. — That 
“mountain  land  boldly  upthrust  between  the  prosperous  eastern  sea¬ 
board  and  the  industrial  Middle  West,  a  highland  region,”  which  we 
know  as  Appalachia,  is  not  a  particularly  productive  agriculture  area. 
For  the  most  part,  it  is  a  land  of  upthrust  mountains  and  of  narrow 
valleys,  a  land  of  barren  rock  and  scarred  earth.  A  great  part  of  the 
86 
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Appalachian  region  is  not  even  suitable  for  economic  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction.  Yet,  under  the  provisions  of  section  203,  this  region  is  being 
given  federally  financed  preferential  treatment  over  the  more  produc¬ 
tive  agricultural  areas  of  our  Nation,  areas  which  are  in  many  instances 
in  dire  need  of  preserving  immeasurably  valuable  and  fertile  topsoil 
through  enhanced  conservation,  erosion  control,  and  land  stabilization 
measures. 

In  addition  to  conservation  programs  for  which  all  sections  of  the 
Nation  are  eligible,  the  Appalachian  region  gets  special  treatment  for 
its  land  problems.  This  is  most  unfair  to  other  sections  of  the  Nation, 
like  the  Black  Belt  areas  of  the  South  and  the  plains  regions  of  our 
great  Midwest,  which  need  additional  assistance  to  save  valuable 
topsoil  that  is  an  essential  national  resource. 

Section  203 funds  for  erosion  control  are  being  expended  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  pastureland  and  cropland,  and  for  fencing,  hunting,  fishing  and 
sporting  improvement,  and  recreation. — There  is  no  provision  in  section 
203  which  prohibits  the  expenditure  of  funds  under  the  section  for 
the  improvement  of  pastureland  and  cropland.  Pastureland  and 
)  cropland  are  the  backbones  of  agricultural  regions.  The  great  food- 
producing  areas  of  America  know  this  well.  Yet  funds  are  being 
expended  under  section  203  for  pastureland  and  cropland  improvement 
in  Appalachia,  a  most  unproductive  agricultural  area,  despite  assur¬ 
ances  in  1965  that  funds  would  not  be  expended  for  such  purposes. 

Democrats  and  Republicans  alike  fought  in  1964  and  again  in  1965 
to  obtain  assurances  that  section  203  would  not  be  used  for  the 
improvement  of  pastureland  and  cropland,  which  would  give  beef 
and  food  producers  in  Appalachia  a  federally  financed  advantage 
over  producers  in  other  areas.  Objections  to  this  section  was  one  of 
the  principal  reasons  why  the  1964  legislation  was  never  considered 
by  the  House.  It  was  for  this  reason  alone  that  the  1965  legislation 
changed  the  concept  underlying  section  203  from  pastureland  im¬ 
provement  to  supposedly  a  more  land  stabilization,  conservation, 
and  erosion  control  oriented  section.  Today,  section  203  money  is 
being  used  to  improve  pastureland  in  spite  of  assurances  to  the 
contrary. 

The  most  recent  figures  on  expenditures  under  section  203  indicate 
that  over  three-fourths  of  all  funds  expended  have  been  either  for 
improvement  of  existing  pastureland  and  cropland  or  for  the  conversion 
of  unused  land  into  pastureland  or  cropland,  with  the  remainder  of  the 
expenditures  being  made  for  the  conversion  of  existing  pastureland 
and  cropland  into  forest  land  and  for  wildlife  and  recreation  en¬ 
hancements. 

To  our  great  surprise,  we  have  also  discovered  that  section  203 
funds — intended  for  land  stabilization,  conservation,  and  erosion 
control — have  been  expended  for  such  diverse  items  as  pastureland 
fencing,  hunting  and  fishing  enhancement,  sports  facilities  improve¬ 
ment,  and  recreation.  This  is  pure  nonsense,  in  our  opinion. 

This  is  a  most  una uspicio us  time  to  be  spending  money  on  pastureland 
improvement  to  support  larger  beef  stocks. — During  the  past  half  decade 
the  production  of  beef  in  the  United  States  and  the  importation  of  beef 
reached  alltime  highs,  resulting  in  the  decline  of  gross  cash  receipts  for 
beef  producers  and  a  reduction  in  the  average  net  price  of  beef  for  the 
producer.  Although  this  problem  is  not  as  critical  today  as  it  was 
several  years  ago,  it  still  remains  a  problem  of  great  concern  for  our 
beef-producing  and  dairy  areas. 
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Section  203  has  the  effect  of  subsidizing  dying,  marginal  farmland.— 
Providing  Federal  assistance  to  farms  of  a  marginal  character  for  the 
improvement  of  cropland  and  pastureland  will  have  the  effect  of 
subsidizing  these  marginal  units  and  thus  prolonging  the  inevitable 
closing  of  uneconomic  farm  units  and  delaying  the  development  of 
higher  and  better  uses  for  such  lands. 

We  feel  that  one  of  the  cruelest  aspects  of  this  land  improvement 
section,  as  the  minority  pointed  out  in  1965,  is  the  false  hopes  which  it 
raises  among  many  farmers  in  Appalachia  by  subsidizing  uneconomic 
farm  units  and,  thereby,  leading  farmers  to  believe  that  their  farms 
can  become  viable,  productive,  economic  units  when,  in  fact,  this 
cannot  be  done. 

We  feel  this  section  will  perpetuate  the  status  quo  rather  than  doing 
away  with  rural  poverty. 

The  administration  unwisely  seeks  increased  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  for  section  203  while  at  the  same  time  failing  to  ask  for  appro¬ 
priations  even  equal  to  the  authorizations  for  the  past  fiscal  years. — The 
administration’s  own  budgetary  actions  with  respect  to  section  203 
show  better  than  anything  else  that  the  program  is  not  needed  in 
Appalachia.  The  1965  act  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $17  million 
to  carry  out  section  203  for  the  last  3  months  of  fiscal  year  1965  and 
for  all  of  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967. 

Despite  the  administration’s  cries  about  the  need  for  these  funds  in 
the  Appalachian  region,  the  administration  requested  only  $12.88 
million  appropriations  for  section  203  for  that  27-month  period,  some 
$4.12  million  less  than  that  authorized.  Of  the  $12.88  million  requested 
by  the  administration,  only  $10  million  was  appropriated  by  an  ad¬ 
ministration-dominated  89th  Congress.  The  $10  million  appropriation 
is  slightly  more  than  one-half  of  the  authorizations  for  the  section. 
To  us,  this  does  not  indicate  a  great  need  for  section  203  expenditures 
in  Appalachia. 

Despite  the  obvious  lag  in  implementation  of  this  section,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  asked  for  an  increased  authorization  for  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  years  1968  and  1969,  to  carry  out  section  203,  in  the 
amount  of  $19  million. 

The  administration  has  requested  appropriation  of  only  $3  million 
of  this  $19  million  for  fiscal  year  1968,  leaving  an  authorization  balance 
of  $16  million  for  fiscal  year  1969.  The  request  of  a  mere  $3  million  for 
fiscal  year  1968  indicates  to  us  that  this  program  is  not  needed. 

Section  108  of  S.  602  should  be  stricken  out. 

William  C.  Cramer. 

Don  H.  Clausen. 

Fred  Schwengel. 

Henry  C.  Schadeberg. 

Robert  V.  Denney. 

Roger  H.  Zion. 

Jack  H.  McDonald. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS 

Consideration  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  S.  602,  which 
amends  both  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  and 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  again  pre¬ 
sented  the  minority  members  of  the  committee  with  the  unsurmount- 
able  problem  of  trying  to  prepare  alternative,  more  effective  legislation 
without  staff  assistance  in  the  highly  specialized  field  of  economics. 
Since  1962,  when  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  considered  legis¬ 
lation  that  was  enacted  that  year  as  the  Public  Works  Acceleration 
Act,  this  committee  has  been  responsible  for  handling  legislation  de¬ 
signed  to  promote  economic  growth  of,  and  to  reduce  unemployment 
in,  various  portions  of  the  country  through  Federal  grants  and  loans 
for  public  and  other  facilities,  and  by  providing  other  types  of  financial 
assistance.  As  additional  social  legislation  such  as  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  and  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965,  was  considered  by  the  committee 
and  enacted  into  law,  the  minority  made  repeated  requests  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  to  authorize  the  employment  of  a  qualified 
and  experienced  economist  on  the  minority  staff.  All  such  requests 
have  been  rejected. 

These  Federal  economic  stimulation  programs  can  have  far-reach¬ 
ing  impact,  either  beneficial  or  detrimental,  upon  both  the  areas  of 
the  Nation  to  which  they  apply  and  other  areas  which  do  not  qualify 
for  the  assistance  provided.  The  massive  spending  of  Federal  funds, 
together  with  required  matching  funds,  can  substantially  affect  the 
economy  of  the  entire  Nation,  the  national  debt,  inflationary  spirals 
and  the  value  of  the  dollar,  the  location  of  new  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  enterprises,  and  decisions  to  close  or  to  not  enlarge  existing 
enterprises. 

It  is  impossible  for  individual  Members  of  the  Congress  to  become 
experts  in  every  field  in  which  Congress  legislates.  Of  necessity,  Mem¬ 
bers  must  rely  upon  committee  staffs,  who  are  experts  in  specialized 
fields,  to  collect  mountains  of  data  needed  for  a  full  understanding  of 
the  problems  proposed  to  be  alleviated  by  legislation,  to  organize 
and  digest  such  material  into  manageable  proportions,  and  to  evaluate 
the  material  in  fight  of  their  specialized  knowledge  and  experience. 

In  the  absence  of  such  staff  assistance,  enactment  of  legislation  to 
cure  economic  ills  must  to  a  large  measure  be  pursued  in  a  hit  or  miss 
fashion  without  any  assurance  that  the  benefits  to  be  produced  justify 
the  cost,  or  that  the  legislation  will  achieve  the  results  desired. 

Not  only  do  the  minority  members  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  suffer  from  the  lack  of  an  adequate  number  of  staff  members 
with  varied  professional  training  and  experience,  but  so  do  the 
majority  members.  The  majority,  likewise,  has  no  economist  on  the 
committee  staff  to  review,  analyze,  and  make  recommendations  with 
respect  to  the  ever  increasing  social  and  economic  proposals  coming 
before  the  committee.  The  obvious  result  is  that,  as  to  economic 
considerations,  the  committee  must  stumble  along  as  best  it  can 
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without  being  able  to  make  adequate  evaluation  of  legislation  re¬ 
quested  by  the  executive  branch,  whose  witnesses  come  before  the 
committee  armed  with  facts  and  figures  to  prove  whatever  they 
desire. 

When  faced  with  the  substantial  amendments,  contained  in  S.  602, 
to  both  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  and  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act,  we  desired  to  make  a  com¬ 
plete  review  of  the  effectiveness  of  both  of  these  programs,  for  there 
are  obvious  deficiencies  and  objectionable  features  in  each.  We  desired 
to  combine  the  two  programs  into  one  nationwide  program  to  eliminate 
duplication  and  to  make  the  resulting  program  more  effective.  We 
think  the  vast  resources  of  the  private  sector  of  the  economy  should  be 
made  an  integral  part  of  a  comprehensive  economic  development 
program,  rather  than  relying  principally  upon  Federal  subsidies,  as  is 
now  the  case. 

When  faced  with  the  monumental  task  of  searching  out  and  collect¬ 
ing  essential  information  and  data,  visiting  representative  areas  of  the 
country  to  determine  their  problems  and  needs,  conferring  with  State 
and  local  officials  and  business  leaders  in  an  effort  to  develop  a  really 
workable  and  effective  program,  we  soon  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
our  limited,  though  capable,  staff  could  not  even  make  a  dent  in  this 
workload  in  the  time  available  to  us.  Reluctantly,  we  were  forced  to 
abandon,  at  this  time,  the  development  of  constructive  alternative 
legislation. 

The  public  interest  is  not  served  when  a  committee  of  the  Congress 
is  unable  to  properly  analyze  and  evaluate  proposed  legislation  and 
to  develop  alternative  measures  itself  because  of  the  lack  of  profes¬ 
sional  staff  assistance  in  specialized  areas.  All  Members  of  the  House 
should  be  able  to  look  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  for  the 
detailed  evaluation  and  fully  informed  consideration  of  legislation 
reported  by  the  committee.  To  the  extent  that  the  committee  is 
unable  to  fully  discharge  its  responsibilities  because  of  inadequate 
staff,  Members  of  Congress  are  unable  to  legislate  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  American  public,  unless  they  can  otherwise  satisfy  themselves 
that  public  works  measures  they  vote  upon  are  the  best  that  can  be 
produced.  Obviously,  they  should  have  to  look  no  further  than  the 
committee  itself  and  should  be  able  to  rely  upon  material  and  recom¬ 
mendations  produced  by  the  majority  and  minority  members  of  the 
committee. 

We  believe  that  the  best  guarantee  of  sound  legislation  and  good 
government  is  knowledge  that  every  legislative  proposal  on  which  a 
Member  of  Congress  is  asked  to  vote  is  subjected  to  critical  analysis 
and  evaluation,  and  that  the  varying  viewpoints  are  fully  developed 
in  debate.  For  the  Congress  to  endure  as  an  informed,  responsible, 
and  effective  separate  branch  of  the  Government,  all  viewpoints  on 
legislation  must  be  effectively  presented.  This  can  best  be  insured  by 
preservation  and  strengthening  of  the  two-party  system.  For  the  two- 
party  system  to  work  in  the  best  interest  of  the  American  people, 
however,  the  minority  party,  whichever  it  may  be,  must  be  afforded 
adequate  qualified  staff  assistance  to  fully  discharge  its  legislative 
responsibilities. 

In  this  instance,  we  have  had  to  take  the  only  course  available  to  us, 
and  that  is  to  attempt  to  eliminate  the  obviously  undesirable  pro¬ 
visions  of  S.  602,  rather  than  to  propose  a  comprehensive  alternativ  e 
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measure  to  completely  reorient  the  programs  embraced  by  this  bill, 
which  should  be  done. 

William  C.  Cramer. 
James  C.  Cleveland. 
Don  H.  Clausen. 

Robert  C.  McEwen. 
John  J.  Duncan. 

Fred  Schwengel. 

Henry  C.  Schadeberg. 
Robert  V.  Denney. 
Roger  H.  Zion. 

Jack  H.  McDonald. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  ROBERT  V.  DENNEY 


I  concur  in  the  foregoing  minority  views,  supplemental  views,  and 
additional  views,  all  of  which  I  have  signed.  However,  I  feel  title  I, 
instead  of  constituting  mere  “favoritism,”  is  unconstitutional. 

As  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  has  so  forcefully  reminded  us  during 
the  last  few  years,  the  14th  amendment  provides  that  no  State  shall 
“deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws.”  I  submit  that  this  is  precisely  what  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965  accomplishes.  Of  the  11  States  originally 
designated  as  being  in  the  Appalachian  region,  only  one,  West  Virginia, 
is  included  in  its  entirety.  Each  State  has  a  voting  member  on  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  Among  other  things,  the  Com¬ 
mission  makes  recommendations  under  section  103  with  respect  to — 

(1)  the  expenditure  of  funds  by  Federal,  State,  and 
local  departments  and  agencies.  *  *  * 

And  under  section  106  to — 

(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases, 
cooperative  agreements,  or  other  transactions  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carrying  out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms 
as  it  may  deem  appropriate,  with  any  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  United  States  or  with 
any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency,  or  in¬ 
strumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  associa¬ 
tion,  or  corporation. 

The  14th  amendment  language  is  clear,  concise,  and  definite.  It 
does  not  read  equal  protection  except  for  geographic  accident,  a  fortiori, 
Pennsylvania  cannot  constitutionally  deprive  citizens  outside  the 
Appalachian  region  from  participating  in  the  program.  The  same 
situation  exists  for  the  other  States  including  New  York  and  Missis¬ 
sippi  which  are  now  seeking  admission  under  the  1967  amendment. 

Although  title  II  of  this  bill  which  amends  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  leaves  much  to  be  desired,  includ¬ 
ing  full  and  complete  hearings,  it  at  least  sets  up  constitutionally 
acceptable  standards.  Under  this  type  of  approach,  all  regions  in  the 
United  States  that  are  economically  deprived  may  qualify. 

I  am  not  saying  something  should  not  be  done.  I  have  traveled  in 
Appalachia  and  I  personally  know  of  the  deplorable  conditions  that 
exist.  But  the  answer  cannot  be  through  “geographical”  legislation, 
but  instead  must  be  implemented  through  laws  which  apply  uniformly 
to  all  our  citizens.  To  paraphrase  a  familiar  quotation,  “Are  votes  so 
dear,  or  reelection  so  sweet,  as  to  be  purchased  at  the  price  of  un¬ 
constitutional  legislation?” 

Title  I  should  be  recommitted  to  the  committee  with  instructions  to 
hold  hearings  on  the  feasibility  of  making  it  and  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  a  part  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act. 

Robert  V.  Denney. 
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I  concur  generally  in  the  minority,  supplemental,  and  additional 
views  expressed  in  this  report  with  the  exception  of  the  recommended 
exclusion  of  Schoharie  County  in  New  York,  which  I  feel,  in  view 
of  its  retarded  economic  development,  should  have  been  included 
in  the  Appalachian  region’s  concept  in  its  inception. 

James  R.  Grover,  Jr. 

93 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  CONGRESSMEN 
JAMES  C.  CLEVELAND  AND  ROBERT  C.  McEWEN 

We  support  the  minority  and  supplemental  views  generally. 
However,  we  feel  that  if  we  are  going  to  have  an  Appalachian  program , 
then,  in  fairness,  it  should  include  all  of  it.  To  exclude  the  northeastern 
Appalachian  area,  considered  by  many  to  be  the  crowning  glory  of 
that  range,  underscores  the  unfairness  and  discrimination  that 
characterizes  this  program. 
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James  C.  Cleveland. 
Robert  C.  McEwen. 


SEPARATE  VIEWS  ON  S.  602 


I  am  constrained  to  comment  separately  in  regard  to  this  legislation. 
I  was  rather  amazed  during  the  full  committee  consideration  of  this 
legislation  that  there  were  approximately  40  amendments  offered  by 
members  of  the  subcommittee,  including  a  few  by  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  indicating  that  the  subcommittee  had  not  really  given 
full  consideration  to  this  legislation.  I  inquired  privately  as  to  the 
necessity  for  the  offering  of  so  many  amendments  in  full  committee 
and  the  obvious  was  confirmed. 

It  appears  that  the  work  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
represents  about  the  only  exception  among  the  new  programs  initiated 
by  this  administration  which  has  not  created  more  problems  than  it 
has  helped  to  solve.  I  give  my  support  to  this  legislation  with  cautious 
optimism,  but  hasten  to  indicate  that  any  reluctance  comes  from  what 
I  believe  to  be  an  inadequate  consideration  of  the  achiements  of  the 
past  2  years  and  potentional  problems  that  may  or  may  not  exist. 
On  the  surface  it  appears  that  the  implementation  of  this  act  has 
resulted  in  accomplishments  without  charges  of  mismanagement, 
political  interference,  or  the  many  other  charges  so  prevalent  in  other 
programs.  The  surface  should  be  scratched  to  be  certain. 

There  are  several  things  about  the  proposed  amendments  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  House  version  of  S.  602  which  do  concern  me  and  which  I 
would  like  to  see  cleared  up. 

This  legislation  was  originally  intended  to  expedite  the  economic 
development  of  the  Appalachian  region  which  I  believe  to  be  those 
counties  in  the  Appalachian  Mountain  area  which  share  the  similar 
characteristics  of  rugged  terrain  and  some  degree  of  isolation  by  virtue 
of  the  terrain.  In  1965  the  Senate  added  13  new  counties  in  New  York 
and  the  Senate  in  the  current  bill  has  added  18  counties  in  the  State 
of  Mississippi,  two  additional  counties  in  Alabama,  and  one  additional 
county  in  New  York  to  which  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
has  agreed.  In  addition,  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  has 
added  three  additional  counties.  The  House  should  delete  any  of 
these  new  counties  which  are  not  in  the  Appalachian  Mountain  Range, 
because  it  merely  tends  to  dilute  the  appropriation  that  will  be  made 
and  thereby  deprive  existing  bona  fide  counties  of  funds  that  would 
otherwise  be  allotted  to  them.  I  believe  I  am  correct  in  my  under¬ 
standing  that,  with  one  or  two  exceptions,  these  new  counties  do  not 
fall  within  the  general  understanding  of  what  we  consider  mountain 
country.  If  the  Congress  continues  to  increase  the  area  covered  by 
this  program,  it  will  lose  its  significance  to  the  area  it  was  designed  to 
help.  I  am  not  impressed  with  the  argument  that  this  legislation  is 
“favoritism.”  Admittedly,  it  is — so  is  agriculture  legislation  to  the 
rural  areas  of  agriculture  abundance  that  it  helps— so  is  urban  renewal 
to  the  cities  and  much  other  legislation  that  is  enacted. 
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The  supplementary  views  of  the  Senator  from  California,  Mr. 
Murphy,  as  they  appear  in  the  Senate’s  report  on  S.  602  are  very 
compelling  to  me. 

It  is  essential  that  the  House  support  the  committee’s  action  in 
deleting  from  the  Senate  bill  “the  cultural  programs”  since  this  act 
is  designed  to  improve  the  economic  standards  of  the  area  affected 
rather  than  the  esthetics  of  the  area.  In  addition,  the  House  should 
give  consideration  to  the  deletion  of  the  title  “Assistance  for  Planning 
and  Other  Preliminary  Expenses  of  Proposed  Housing  Projects 
Under  Section  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act,”  as  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  and  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  have 
been  handling  the  situation  in  the  Appalachian  region  without  any 
serious  problems  and  adequately  enough. 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  this  program  is  about  the  only  one  which 
has  not  found  itself  embroiled  in  conflicts  and  disputes  over  jurisdic¬ 
tion  with  other  agencies;  this  housing  section  could  well  be  the  end 
of  the  honeymoon  in  that  respect. 

As  the  members  know,  this  act  will  cease  to  be  in  effect  on  July  1, 
1971,  and  its  2  years  of  life  thus  far  indicate  that  it  may  well  accom¬ 
plish  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  designed  if  it  can  be  kept  within 
the  concept  of  the  original  act. 

M.  Gene  Snyder. 

I  concur  in  the  above  views. 

John  J.  Duncan. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  HAMMERSOHMIDT 


I  support  much  of  S.  602. 

There  is  a  great  need  for  regional  development.  If,  through  State- 
Federal  cooperation,  economically  depressed  areas  can  achieve  in¬ 
creased  wealth  and  productivity,  then  the  entire  Nation  will  benefit. 

I  believe  this  creative  State-Federal  partnership  may  be  the  answer 
for  the  regions  which  have  missed  out  on  prosperity. 

Coming  from  the  Ozarks  area,  I  am  especially  aware  of  the  problems. 
The  solutions  cannot  be  found  in  welfare  programs,  but  must,  instead, 
result  from  planned  attacks  on  the  causes  of  economic  depression 
and  the  improvement  of  fundamental  resources  so  as  to  encourage 
income-generating  businesses  and  industries.  Only  in  this  way  can 
there  be  sustained  economic  growth. 

In  my  judgment,  we  must  have  action  for  the  depressed  areas 
designated.  We  cannot  allow  modest  beginnings  to  be  deferred  in  the 
interest  of  additional  legislative  planning,  or  further  argumentation. 

Some  say  the  areas  have  gained  their  designation  through  "favor¬ 
itism” — but  I  had  rather  state  that  the  areas  have  gained  designation 
as  worthy  of  special  assistance  because  of  their  obvious  need.  For  years, 
they  have  been  unfavored  areas  in  the  broad  sense  of  national  economic 
growth. 

I  hold  this  reservation  about  Appalachia.  This  program  should  not 
be  the  subject  of  undue  expansion.  We  have  a  budget  situation  which 
speaks  against  it,  but  perhaps  even  more  important,  it  would  stray 
too  far  afield  from  the  original  concept.  Appalachia  should  operate 
within  certain  guidelines,  and  it  should  operate  within  certain  des¬ 
ignated  areas.  Expansion  beyond  these  guidelines  and  areas  might 
well  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  program — to  lift  the  level  of  living  and 
tax  generation  within  the  economically  depressed  region. 

The  wealth  and  riches  of  today’s  general  prosperity  have  escaped 
Appalachia.  They  have  also  escaped  the  five  regions  designated  in 
S.  602:  New  England  (areas  within  Connecticut,  New  Hampshire, 
Massachusetts,  Vermont,  Maine,  and  Rhode  Island);  the  Great 
Lakes  Basin  (parts  of  Michigan,  Wisconsin,  and  Minnesota) ;  the 
Great  Plains  States  (South  Dakota,  North  Dakota,  Montana,  and 
Wyoming) ;  the  Inter-Mountain  Region — also  known  as  Four  Corners 
(contiguous  parts  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  and  Utah); 
and  the  Ozarks  Region  (parts  of  Oklahoma,  Arkansas,  and  Missouri) . 

These  five  regions  are  treated  differently  in  the  bill  than  is  Ap¬ 
palachia.  In  my  judgment,  we  should  work  toward  like  programs  and 
policies  for  all  designated  economic  regions,  funding  them  on  the  same 
basis,  using  the  same  criteria  in  qualifying  for  public  funds. 

I  approve  the  approach  in  regional  economic  development  efforts. 
It  affords  opportunity  for  a  true  Federal-State  partnership.  It  demon¬ 
strates  awareness  that  the  State  must  supply  initiative  and  pinpoint 
problems,  in  cooperation  with  the  Federal  resources  which  are  funda¬ 
mentally  planning,  administration,  and  money.  The  Federal  resources 
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properly  applied,  hopefully  will  serve  to  generate  ever-increasing 
capabilities  in  solving  State  problems. 

If  the  program  is  carried  out  for  the  Ozarks,  if  this  one  economic 
area  can  grow  in  income-generating  capacity,  if  the  people  of  the  area 
achieve  an  equal  economic  position  with  the  national  average,  it  would 
mean  upward  of  a  billion  dollars  a  year  more  in  tax  revenues  to  the 
States  and  the  Federal  Government.  The  returns  of  economic  health 
are  just  as  great  as  the  drains  of  economic  sickness. 

Title  II  is  the  valid  approach  to  the  problem  of  economic  sickness. 
It  should  not  only  be  retained,  but  should  be  strengthened  in  future 
legislation.  This  will  become  evident  as  the  planning  of  programs 
develops,  and  each  region  is  asked  to  justify  their  own  proposals  in 
testimony  before  the  committees  of  Congress.  It  is  my  belief  that 
these  future  hearings  will  show  a  great  potential  return  on  investment. 

We  must  try  to  cure  the  regional  economic  ailments,  not  just  with 
painkillers,  but  with  long-term,  farsighted  Federal-State  partnership 
programs  as  envisioned  in  S.  602. 

John  Paul  Hammerschmidt. 
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Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
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Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part,  printed  in  italic] 


To  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Reprcscnta- 

2  tives  of  the  United,  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  ipptp-RE  I — AUPAHA-UHTAN  REGIONAL  DEVEEOE- 


MENT  AET  AMENDMENTS  OE  F9Tf 


5  Sice.'  1  OTr  This  title  may  be  cited  as  tbe  "Appal aehi an 

7  SeUv  FOA  Seeti-en  HAt  of  tbe  Appalachia**  Regional  De- 

S  velepment  Act  el  -1965  (hereinafter  m  this  title  referred  to  as 
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^kee  Act-)-  is  amended  4+4-  ky  inserting  “anti”  at  Ike  end  ef 
clause  (A)-?  4^4'  ky  striking  out  tke  semicolon  end  tke  weed 
Annk1  at  tke  end  ef  clause  4^4"  inserting  in  ken 
a-  period^  and  -{df  ky  striking  ent  elaese  -fkfr 
Sfcx  +4kk  Section  4-Qk  ef  tke  Act  is  amended  te  read  as 


AVfhVH XTSCHMUJ-VF  FXPKXSIOS  OF  -Ft4H  COM  UIHfHOX 

— Secs  +-0A-  4^4  Ter  tke  peeled  ending  en  dnne  30? 
4967,  tke  administrative  expenses  ef  tke  Gemmissien  skak 
ke  paid  ky  tke  federal  Government?  Tkereafter?  seek  ex¬ 
penses  skak  ke  paid  eO  per  centum  ky  tke  Tkderal  Govern- 
ment  and  kO  per  centum  ky  tke  States  in  tke  region?  except 
tkat  tke  expenses  ef  tke  federal  Cock-airman?  kis  akernate? 
and  kis  staff  ska-1-1  ke  paid  selely  ky  tke  4-ederal  Government? 
Tke  skare  te  ke  past  ky  eack  State  skak  ke  determined  ky 
tke  Gemmissien?  Tire  T-ederal  Geekairman  skak  net  partici¬ 
pate  er  vote  in  snek  determlnatiem  Ae  assistance  autkerked 
ky  tins  Act  skak  ke  fnmisked  te  any  State  er  te  any  pelitical 
sukdivsien  er  any  resident  ef  any  State?  ner  skak  tke  State 
moniker  ef  tke  Gemmissien  participate  er  veto  in  any  deter- 
minatien  ky  tke  Gemmissien  wkile  suck  State  is  deknpnent  in 
payment  ef  its  ska  re  ef  suck  expenses.- 

4k)-  Te  carry  ent  tkis  seetiem  tkerc  is  kereky  autker- 


U 


ked  te  ke  appropriated  te  tke  Commission?  te  lie  availakle 
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f) 


ant'd  expendedy  not  to  84j7 00,000  for  the  two  fiscal 

year  period  ending  dm  to  30y  490fb  Aot  to  exceed  $409y000 
ot  sack  authorization  skad  ko  awailablc  tor  tko  espouses  of 

f  I  >  o  1tV\  /l  /  1  *1 )  O  1 1*1 ) 1  O  11  1)10  r>  !  1  /  vi  • )  \  *\  |  /  ^  n  i  >  /I  1 )  ot  |Y  T  T  /->  v 

tlTu  4  1  v  l  V  TTTi  \y  U1  1 1  cl  1 1 1 l J 1 1 1 1  y  IT  To  tTTTUl  lUltl'j  ill  Ivt  II  to  ulctll  •  LJ  1 1  LA 

■ponded  balances  ot  appropriation  a  nndor  tko  authorization  in 
this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  tko  Appalachian  ^Regional 
idevelepment  Act  Amendments  of  4904  shah  remain  are  li¬ 
able  for  tko  purposes  of  tkis  scetieep  as  amendedy  nntif 
oxpondcdA 


AkOt  494t 


400  of  tko  Aetr  entitled 

is 


amended  to  road  as  foHowsu 


--(7)-  enter  into  and  perform  soek  eontraetsy  leases 
-{inelodingy  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  lawy 
the  lease  of  ofhoe  spaee  for  any  term  expiring  no  later 
than  dome  00T  4044)-y  cooperative  agreementsy  or  other 
transactions  as  maw  be  necessary  in  carrying  not  its 
fn  notions  ami  on  sock  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriates- 
with  any  departmentr  ageneyy  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  -fwhieh  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the 
extent  not  otherwise  prohibited  by  law)-  or  with  any 
Statey  or  any  political  sobdiwisioHy  ageneyy  or  mstru- 
mentalit-y  thereof?  or  with  any  persony  bmp  assoeiationy 
or  corporation— 
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SfiOr  +9o?  Section  30+  el  the  Act  is 


to  read  as 


ArnvvrAPHIAN  BEYEtOPMEtfr  fflti HW-AY  SYSTEM 

+>Eer  30+t  -(ef  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system 
p  in  conjunction  with-  the  Interstate  System  and  ether 

yli  vcto  TTe  j  iv  t  ]  i  r\  A  T  it  1  HI  / « 1 1  i  h'i  1 1  yen'i  aii  _  ill  Ane,i  i 
^nlTctTn  ITT  C 1 1  \J  xl  £JJJillclv  IllcMl  Tu^TuTi  j  W  I  ll  UJJi  i  I 

up  an  area  ar  areas  with:  a  developmental  potential  where 
commerce  and  eommnnieation  have  been  inhibited  hy  laeh-  ol 
adequate  aeeessy  tire  Secretary  of  Transportation  -(hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ^Seeretary^}-  is  authorized 
to  assist  in  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  development 
system  and  local  access  roads  serving  the  Appa- 

T1  1  Ol  /Ill  H  P  +1+1  iV  .051— 

i  i  tv  prt/V  loiuirn  T7T  i  t  1 1 u  * y y 

dodej  that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and 
of  Ijederal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highways^  and  which 
the  Secretary  determines  are  not  h consistent  with  this  Aetj 

el  lull  n  t+ttI  nro1,\T-  +/i  + 1  w  \ 

M  I  c 1  11  (tJTptTy  1  v  1  V  I  I  y  j  Tt7  I  I 11 

and  the  local  access  reader  Oenst ruction  on  the 
hfshwav  svstem  shall  not 


m  1 1  /vo- 
I  I  1  I  I  V  uT 


two  thousand  seven 


of  local  access  roads  shall  not 


+  rriA 
TyYT* 


miles  that  will  serve  speclhe  recreational?  resi- 
h  commercial?  industrial-  or  other  hhe 
facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  school  consolidation  program? 

—-(h)-  The  hhunmission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary  its 
designations  of  -(4-)-  tire  general  corridor  location  and 
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of  the  development  highwaysy  -(44)-  local  access  reads  to  he 
constructed,  -(44)-  priorities  for  the  construction  of  segments 
of  the  development  highways,  end  -(4)-  other  criteria  for  the 
program  authorized  by  this  seetiem  Before  any  State  mem- 
her  participates  hr  or  rotes  err  ouch  designations,  he  shah 
hare  ohtahreh  the  reeemmcndat-i  o  i  is  of  the  State 
of  the  State  which  he 
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-(e)-  4rr  no  event  shah  the 
struetion 
require  for  its 


assist  irr  any  eon- 
&  right  of  way  acquisition)-  which  would 
the  expenditure  of  Federal  herds 


r  than  herds  available  reefer  title  Shy  Baited 
hr  excess  of  the  appropriations  authorization  hr  sub- 
-(g)-7  Oe  its  completion  each  development  highway 
not  already  oe  the  Federal  aid  primary  system  shah  he  added 
to  seeh  system  and  each  development  highway  aed  local 
access  road  shah  he  required  to  he  maintained  hy  the  State 
as  provided  for  Federal-aid  highways  hr  title  4h4y  Belted 
States  Fodcr 

“-(d)-  4rr  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  author¬ 
ized  under  this  seetiorrT  the  States  may  give  special  preference 
to  the  use  of  materials  and  products  Indigenous  to  the  -Appa¬ 
lachian  region.- 

--(c)'  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  hr 
the  use  of  coal  and  coal  prodr  rets  hr  highway 
and  maintenance,  the  Secretary  shah  require  each 
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pating  Statey  to  tke  maxinnno  extent  -posable,-  to  ose  coal 
derixaOxes  in  tke  eonstractien  of  not  to  exceed  4-0  pel1  eentom 
of  tke  roads  antkerked  under  Oats  Aetv 

iJLfff  -Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  wider 
fibs  section  ska  It  not  exceed  >50  per  eettOtttt  ol  tke  costs  of 
sack  projeety  unless  Oat1  tTanamissnan  determines  tkat  assist¬ 


ance  to  excess  of  sack  percentage  is  r-etpttred  to  furtherance 
of  Oae  purposes  of  Oats  Aety  kttf  to  no  extol  skall  stteb  Federtd 
assistant  ee  exceed  -70  per  centum  of  seek  costs? 


^-fg)-  47a  carry  out  Oats  seeOotp  there  is  hereby  auOior- 
kod  to  be  appropriated  to  tke  Presidenty  to  be  available  ttotd 
expended?  $745y000y000  for  tke  four-ffseal  year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30y  4074t  Unexpended  bafattees  of  appropriations 


to  Oae  Secretary  of  Commerce  nattier  tke  authorization  itt  Ods 
seeOoi i  prior  to  anaetadment  by  Ote  Appalachian  Fegional 
Fexdepment  Act  Amendments  of  4007  skak  be  treated  as 
having  keen  appropriated  to  tke  President  for  tke  purposes 
of  tkis  section,  as  amen  deal,  and  shah  renaadn  available  naitif 
expended? 

— -(hf-fl-)-  -When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  eon- 


struet  a  segment  taf  a  doxefoptttenf  highway  without  tke  aid 
of  Federal  fnndsy  in  aeeordanee  with  all  procedures  and 
ts  applicable  to  tke  const  motion  of  segments  of 
aian  development  highways  with  sack  funds,  except 
as  sack  procedures  and  mpdrements  limit  a  State  to 
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Ike  eeastrertiea  el  projects  lee  vddek  Eederal  leads  kave 
previoesly  keen  apprepriatedj-  Ike  Secretary  appkea- 
tiea  kp  Ike  State  aed  alter  approval  el  Ike  project  by  Ike 
Commission  under  section  k23-(2)  el  tkis  Aet7  skak  pay  le 
Ike  State  Ike  Eederal  skare  eel  le  exceed  74)  pee  contain  el 
Ike  costs  el  construction  el  seek  segment,  leeee  any  sams 
le  eeee¥  eel  ties  s 


kkas  sakseetioa  skak  eel  ke  eeesleeed  as  e  ceer- 
ee  obligation  ee  ike  peel  el  Ike  -United  Slates  le 

structed  under  lies  sekseetiee7  aed  skak  eel  ieeeease  .Ike 
kmitafion  ee  construction  le  subsection  (e) 

See?  1-Okr  Section  2k2  el  Ike  Act  is  amended  le  read 


as  fokowse 


3  us  a  erm  mtoaECTS 


AseGt  20A  -(af  4e  eedee  le  demonstrate  Ike  value  el' 
adcepette  kealtk  laeiklies  and  services  le  Ike  eeeeeede  deeel 
opmcnt  el  Ike  regeep  Ike  Secretary  el  1-l  ea  I  t kT  Education  aed 
Wei  fare  is  autlier-ised  le  make  grants  ler  Ike  planningr  eon- 
striictiee7  equipment?  aed  eperatiea  el  nedtieoeety  demen- 
straliee  keakk  projects,  including  kespikds7  regional  keallk 
diagnostic  aed  treatment  eenters7  aed  etker  facilities  aed 
services  necessary  le  keakle  Grants  ler  seek 
(ineledieg  Ike  aeqeisiliee  el  facilities  aed  initial 
skak  ke  made  in  accordance  witk  Ike  applicable  previsions  of 
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OOe  -V1!  <4  Ote  kkkkie  44-eallk  8erviee  Aet  -{-42  U.S-.C.  244 
291e) ,  ike  A4eaek  -ikelaekaliee  44eitkies  aek  OaaHaeeilv 
41 ent til  IkealOt  keelers  l~o nst eeeliee  -Ail  el  44443  -(4-7  84h1t 
282)  ■;  aek  Itvw.s  anlkeekiag  geaels  lei1  Ike  eoeslrnt4iee 

el  kenkk  ee-lalek  laekiOesy  wkkeel  eegaek  In  anv  precisions 
tkeeekt  relating  te  appropriation  aetkerizatiee  eeikegs  or  te 
elk)  linnets  among  tke  rkatesT  Genets  anker  like  seclion  skak 
ke  make  solekt  owl  el  keek*  speeikeakv  appropriatek  lee  the 
perpose  el  ea  frying  eel  Otis  Art  ami  shall  eel  ke  lekee  tele 
aeeenet  ie  Ike  computation  el  ike  ahelateats  among  Ike  States 
make  paesnant  le  aie  ether  prevision  el  lawr 

—-(h)-  Ae  grant  lee  tke  eoestmelteit  or  epeipeteel  el  any 
eeetpeeeel  el  a  hemoestratiee  knakk  preieet  sink!  exeeek  80 
pee  eeetnm  el  week  eestsr  44te  44k  oral  eentrih  aline  may  ke 
prevklek  entirely  teem  keels  authorised  eakee  Otis  seetiee 
ee  ie  eemketaliee  with  leeks  provided  Hekee  ether  4-ekerel 
gm  it  ten- akl  programs  lee  Ike  eaeslfaelkte  ee  erptipmeel  el 
Iteallk-relnteh  hnshtiesr  AotwiOistn  eking  any  provision  el 
law  leeilieg  Ike  hekeral  share  ie  seek  elkee  programs?  leeks 
aef leaked  eekee  Otis  seetioe  etav  ke  esetl  le  ieeeease  hekeral 
geaels  lee  eetepeeeel  facilities  el  a  hemaestrattee  keakk 
peejeel  le  a  nitixietunt  el  80  pee  centum  el  Ote  eests  el  seek 
facilities? 

-‘--(e)-  Grants  eekee  Otis  seeOee  lee  operation  -fieekkieg 
initial  epeeatieg  leeks  aek  eperaOeg  kekeils  eeatprisieg 
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among  ether  items  the  eosts  of  attracting,-  tre 


c__  o  i  w  1  1»Q  — 

^ y  ctirTt  A  v" 


f  ^11141)0*  /  <  M  » *  1  l .(4 /  1  / 1 

l  (til  iTlTl^  \  jitTTTT  rTt  \  1 


of  a  demonstration  health  proj- 
eetj  whether  or  not  constri  icted  with  bunts  authorized  by  tins 
section?  may  be  marie  for  up  to  1-09  per  centum  of  Ore  costs 
thereof  for  the  two-year  period  beginning?  for  eaeh  eompo- 
nent  facility  or  service  assisted  rmder  any  such  operating 
granh  on  the  hrst  day  that  sneh  facility  or  service  is  in  opcra- 
Oon  as  a  part  of  the  project?  Eer  the  next  three  years  of 
operations  sneh  grants  shall  not  exceed  §0  per  eentnm  of  sneh 
costs:-  Eo  grants  for  operation  of  a  demonstration  health  proj- 
eet  shall  he  made  after  five  years  following  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  the  initial  grant  for  operaOen  of  the  project?  hint 
withstanding  section  494  of  the  Eublie  Works  and  Economic 
development  Ant  of  1995  -f79  Stat.  oo4)T  a  health-related 
facility  constructed  nnder  title  4  of  that  Ant  may  be  a  ec 
nent  of  a  demonstration  health  project  eligible  for 
grant  assistance  under  this  section? 

— -fdf  bhe  Secretary  of  -bleakly  Education^  and  Welfare 
is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Commission  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  its  Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to  make  grants 
for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for  the  development  and 
operation  of  demonstration  health  projects  for  the  region? 
bhe  amount  of  any  such  grant  shah  not  exceed  per  centum 
of  such  expenses? 

S.  602 - 2 
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“-(o)  Aet  te  exeeed  $-70^00,000  el  tie?  lends  aathorized 
hi  seetien  404-  el  this  Aet  for  the  two  fiscal  year  period  end¬ 
ing  hone  30j  4909T  shah  he  avahahle  te  earry  eet  this 


tStiOr  107-  Snhseetien  -fi}-  ef  seetion  203-  ef  the  Arp  en¬ 
titled  wxe  beo- 

s+fm-  PiBeraohp  is  amended  to  read  as  tehews-r 

^if  Aet  te  e-xeecd  $19,000,000  el  the  lends  aa- 
ie  seetien  404  el  this  Aet  ten  the 


period  ending  Jane  hOy  4909,  shah  he 
eet  this  seetienA 

Ae-Ot  40A  8eetien  2-04  el  the  -Aet: 


te  parry 


BE- 

VBnePME?eF  beb  nBKBvefetA  is  amended  hy  striking  eat 

on]  vl,7w:.1i  /vt~>  .  /L.\  >i  *  \  /I  in  on  id  i  ri  re  i  n  ]i/ni  1  lwnw  Y/yf  1  1 i  j\  (/  yl  1  n,iy  1  >  we 

T^iiFTnt:  “1 1T7TT  \Trr  7T  J  ltt  1  1 1 8  VI  tilt  ^  TTT  1  lit  t  Tilt  1  \  t?t  Tt  >Tltr\VTl  I  ^ 

new  snhseetiens  -(h)-  soil 

-  (h)-  4he  8eeretary  el  Agrienltare  is  aether Aed  te  pre¬ 
side  teeheieal  assistaneej  teahe  grantSj  enter  hde  contraetsj  er 
otherwise  provide  lends  te  lerest  predeets  research  inst-itu- 
tiees  hi  the  region  and  other  appropriate  puhlic  and  private 

melu  ding  i  it  v  o  s  1 1  g iifrionsy  s t n d \ m  1  d  doiiTHii  stmtioiiSj  whieh 
v4h  lerther  the  pnrpeses  el  this  A-eh  hhnds  shah  he  pro¬ 
vided  only  ter  programs  and  projeets  whieh  wih  eentrihnte 
sigiii  fieantly  te  the  development  el  -(4-}-  Appalaehian  hard- 
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weed  leelaKdegyy  -(3)-  new  er  depraved  uses  el  Appnlacdiaa 
dardwoed  researeesy  -(4)-  ww  nr  improved  processes  er  me  de¬ 
eds  lar  producing  dardwoed  products?  ar  -(4)-  new  or  lee- 


proved  e*ark-cls  ter  seed  products?  -Feeds  under  lids  sendee 
stall  de  provided  saddy  eel  el  seers  speeiOeally  appropriated 
da  tde  purpose  el  carrying  eel  lids  Aety  end  sdall  eel  de 
Oldest  iele  eeeavmt  ia  Ide  allocation  ar  distridelien  el  lends 
pursuant  le  any  atder  provision  el  law? 

^^-(e)-  -Nat  le  exceed  fd-OOOjdOO  el  Ide  deals  aetdariged 
le  seeliee  444  el  tdls  Act  let  ide  I  we-  fi  seal-peas  period 
ending  dune  did  4dd9y  sdall  de  aeadadle  le  carry  eel  ide 
purposes  el  sudsectiee  -(d)-  el  lids  section?— 

rdif-  409?  -(a)-  ddaese  -(4)-  el  sedseedee  -(a)-  el  seedaa 
Ada  el  Ide  Act?  entitled  “-Mffl-isi  wees-v  e-EwrsrevoHOtriri  Is 


aa*eaded  le  read  as  ladewse 


“  (-4)-  aeake  financial  eantridetiens  le  States  le  Ide 
region  le  seal  and  dll  velds  le  adandaned  eeal  edees  aed 
adaedeeed  ell  aed  gas  wells?  ami  le  reclaim  aed  rededili- 
lale  lands  affected  dy  die  sldp  and  surface  mining  and 
processing  el  eeal  and  alder  minerals?  Including  lands 
affected  dy  waste  piles?  le  aeeei-daeee  wild  previsions  el 
ide  Ael  el  duly  40?  49ed  -(30  FAMA  044  el  sesp)7  le 
Ide  extent  applioadfe?  wi Ideal  regard  le  seedee  A-(d)- 
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tkereof  -(30  Jf.&Cb  572 -(b)-)-  or  to  any  provisions 
rein  limiting  assistance  to  antkcaeite  coal 


or  to  tke  Chm-inon-wealtk  ot 


un¬ 


der  tkis  paragrapk  skak  be  made  wholly  oot  ot  foods 

p-iiooi  fw^nllx^  o  ltitVAHVi  nto/l  |i  n*  1 1 ; a  nil  VTtogoti  nf 
u(lv  1  lllL  U1J  \  Cl(/ j-'TU  jJl  111  IL  11  J  Ui  111  v  Jy  111  (/Uov  o  V7T 

oot  Oho  Act.” 


o 


-(0)-  of  soek  sootioo  to  amemled  hy  strik 


log  eot  %nd  1967”  and 
1968,  and  1969”-,  and  hy 
eets”  a  eooooa  and  tko 


%  to  lieu  thereof  A  1967, 


and  land 


-(e)-  The  feat  sentence  of  sobseetien  -(d)-  of  sock  section 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows^  liAot  to  exceed  $-36,4bO;000 
of  tko  funds  authorized  in  seetion  404  of  tkis  Aet  foe  tko 


a  period  ending  June  30y  4969y  skall  ko  avail- 
akfe  to  earn1  oot  tkis  section-.” 

Seer  44-0.  Subsection  -(g)-  of  seetion  206  of  tko  Aety  en- 
OOod  “water  rfEsen-'-ROE  oe-hwevA  is  amended  to  read  as 


(/  i  l-wnvTij  • 
luliti  Tv  ry  • 

-~{g-)  Aot  to  exceed  $2yOOO-,OQO  of  tko  foods  authorized 
in  seetion  404  of  tkis  Aet  for  tko  two-kseal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30y  4069y  shall  he  available  to  earry  oot  tkis 
section.” 
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U 


Se-Gt  11-1.-  Hart  A  el  title  44  el  the  Act  is  amended  lee 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows-? 
ASSISTANCE  PGR  PLANNING-  AND  OTHER  PRELIMINARY 
EXPENSES  OF  PROPOSED  HOUSING  PROJECTS  UNDER 


SECTION  -S-SP  OP  THE  NATIONAE  IP 


G  ACT 


e  and  facilitate  the 


‘gc-Cr  -20-7-  -{a}-  4n  order  te 

er  rehahUhatien  el  housing  te  meet  the  needs  el 
lew-  and  moderate-income  families  and  individual^  the 
Secretary  el  -Housing  and  Urban  development  (hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  te  as  the  -SeerctarvA  is  authorized 


te  make  grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Hand  established  by  this  section,-  under  such  terms  and  een- 
is  as  he  may  prescribe  te  nenprebb  hmited  dividendy  er 
erative  organizationsy  er  te  public  bodiesy  ler  expenses 

nl  ul oi  nnurir  iliuI  of  /y  1  s f  o  i  u i r>  cr  > >  i  >  men yvwl  /ivf  o'o  fro  a y  n 
V  X  |J  L<  (-1111111  ^  (TTl\i  OT  O  OlToTTliCg  (III  HiultT  vVl  i  1  1\/1  v  ^  v  TvTT  ex' 

housing  construetion  er  rehabilitation  project^  under  section 
A24-  of  the  Hational  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in  this  section 
referred  te  as  faeetien  2  24 in  any  area  el  the  Appalachian 
region  determined  by  the  Oemmissien  te  have  significant 
potential  for  future  growth. 

•‘-(b)  He  grant  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  el  those  administrative  expensesy  Incident  te  planning 
a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section 
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224y  which  44are  Secretary  considers  net  to  be  recoverable 
from  Ike  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  suck  sections 
Pmwded-j  Fkat  bo  grant  skah  ke  made  to  an  organization 

oil  O /l  TAl*  T\T*r\Tl  fi- 
l  o Iti  fy  1 L oi lA  vl  lux  1/1  Uilt* 

^-(e)-  Fo  loan  nnder  this  section  skak  exceed  80  per 
eentnm  of  tke  cost  of  planning  a  project-  and  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  nnder  section  224-y  ineludingy  knt  not 
limited  toy  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  market  needsy 
preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  feesy  site 
optionsy  -Federal  44on-sing  Administration  and  F edcra.l  Fnr- 
tional  Mortgage  Association  feesy  and  construction  loan  fees 
and  diseonntsr  Loans  may  ke  made  without  interesty  or  at 


any  market  or 


inn  ii>L:r>f  414  f  OVAot  vo  f  0 

HUH  1'  k  L  X11 1 L  ot  1  til AJ 


for  a 

mortgage  insured  nnder  section  224-  ibovidcd,  Fhat  any 
loan  made  to  an  organization  estaklisked  for  profit  ska-11 
bear  interest  at  tke  prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a 

rivt (To  err*  1 1  rem 11  1  wl  v  0110] *  00/d  1  aii _  a  v\t  non' 

rrt\/l 11  lo Iti  vU  trrlttur  o 1  hv,  v l  lUli  •  JL  llu  LI v  v  1  V,  1  cl  1  \  lllUy  y 

exeept  in  tke  ease  of  a  loan  to  an  organization  estaklisked 
for  profity  waive  tke  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  nnder  tins  seetkffly  including  interesty  which  ke  finds 
tke  borrower  is  nnakle  to  recover  from  tke  -proceeds  of  a 
msnred  nnder  section  224-r 

-(d)-  Ak  funds  allocated  to  tke  Secretary  for  tke  pur¬ 
poses  of  tkis  section  skak  be  deposited  in  a  fund  which  skak 
be  known  as  tke  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be 
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nse4  as  a  revolving  fnn4  Ire  tbe  Seeretapy  fee  eaepying  oat 
sneli  j)ftftjHretre  Ofeneeal  ereyenaes  of  abministeatbm-  of  tbis 
red  ion  may  Ire  ebaege4  lo  fire  fn-trefr  Moneys  in  tbe*  fnn4  nof 
nee4e4  fee  eareent  operation  Hire  be  breesteb  in  bon4s  or 
other  obligations  gaarantee4  as  fo  prhreipal  an4  interest  by 
fire  Unitc4  Stales. 

'J~{e}-  bot  fo  exeee4  ^tbOOOjOOO  of  fire  Inn  4s  aatherkeb 
in  seetien  404  of  ibis  Orel  fop  fire  two  fi seal-year  perio4  en4- 
brg  Jrene  30j  400-97  sbab  Ire  available  fo  earry  oat  ibis 

i  j  1  AV  )  ^ 

O  v  v,  1 11/11  • 

Sees  440r  -faf  Snbseefion  -(re)-  4  seetien  04-1  of  lire  -A-efj 
entbleb  -vogatioeal  e-buoation  FAereadiBS1^  is  anren4e4 
by  inserting  before  fbe  wer4  reree4e4-  in  tbe  best  senteireey 
fbe  following -an4  fop  fbe  efjaiprerent  of  sneb  facilities  an 4 
efbep  sebool  fadblies— 

-(b)-  Snbreefion  -(b)-  of  reefion  044  of  fbe  Orel  is  anren4e4 
to  pea4  as  foUowsa 

■■  (b)  bed  fo  ereeee4  $4149004190  of  tbe  fnn4s  antbopree4 
in  seetien  404  of  this  -Aet  fop  fbe  t  wo-h-seaf-year  perie4  enbing 
Jane  307  490tb  shall  be  available  fo  eappo  onf  Ibis  section— 

7  7  «7 

Sec.  443t  Snbreefion  -fbf  of  seefion  040  of  fbe  Aeb-  en- 
fble4  -sewage  tbea-tmex-t  woEKs'g  is  anren4e4  fo  pea4  as 


--(b)-  blot  to  exeee4 


of  fbe  fnn4s  aathorreeb 
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1ft  section  4-04  el  Ibis  Aet  ler  tbe  twe-fiseal  yen?  period  ending 
dune  30y  40607  drab  be  available  te  earry  eel  Ibis  seetieftr-- 
SfiGr  444t  -fa}-  Section  704-fa}-  el  tbe  Housing  Aet  el 
4054  -(40  U.S.C.  464-fa}-}-  is  amended  by  striking  out 
-‘and’-  at  tbe  end  el  eianse  -fSf  and  ad  el  clause  -fOf  and 
inserting  in  den  thereel  tbe  following-:- 

^ ^ / O - 1-  (1i n  A  TtTio1or<]iioii  T?  00*1  mi o  1  rvvvi th i ci ci i  f\v\  Iziii 
ytJJ  lllv  xl  JL/  Jf'  tl  111  Lilu'll  4t  1  1U11  LIT  V_/  vJi  111111  oolv/41^  lUl 

lt!  AflAAfl  Ktt  CiAAtl  AA  a(  til  A  \  T1A  O  1  fl  /xlxi  A  11  A»1  AA  A  1  T}/1 

(UijllllUu  IJ  V  MjellUll  xV'  tl  ul  1114  x_jk-  jJjJctulL  lutill  11  Ilf  1  v '1 1  CtT  4/4 

Yclopmcnt  Act  el  1965;  and 

-“-(-40}-  leeal  development  distriets7  certified  under 
section  304  el  tbe 


ensivc  manning  ler  tbeir 


Aet  el  1 96-5,  ler 

areas7  er  ler  metrepedtan  planning7  urban 
county  pknniug7  er  small  fflunieipabty  planning  vritbin 
(sueb  areas  in  tbe  Appalaebian  rcgieny  and  ler  planning 


va  rn  attoI 
4  v.^lU44cl4 


1? 


-(b)-  4be  previse  el  tbe  first  sentence  el  section  -704(b) 
el  tbe  Housing  Act  el  4954  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
“States^  tbe  words  Amd  leeal 


SeOt  115.  Section  344  el  tbe  Aet  is  amended  te  read  as 

4  A  1  I  A  TT I  fl  • 

1U44U  Tv  J3  • 

&  EO  EfiJHSR-AE  0U-A-NT-rN  -AID  PROGRAM  ft 
'Aeot  344t  -faf  4n  order  te  enable  tbe  peeple7  StateSj 
and  local  communities  el  tbe  regkap  inebudng  local  d 


1 

o 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


17 


merit  districts,  to  take  moamum  advantage  el  Federal  grant  - 
in-aid  programs  -(as  hereinafter  defined)  ter  which  they  are 
ehgiblo  but  ter  which,  because  el  their  ccenomie  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matehing  share,  the  Presi- 
dent  is  authorized  te  provide  lends  to  the  -Federal  Coehair- 
man  te  he  used  ler  the  sole  purpose  el  increasing  the  Federal 
te  projects  under  Federal  grant-in-aid  pre- 
eq  as  hereafter  defined?  aheve  the  fixed  maximum  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  hy  the 
applicable  law?  Funds  shall  he  so  provided  for  Federal 
grant'  in  aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  available  under 
the  A-ets  authorizing  such  programs  and  shah  he  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings 
in  such  Aetsr 

“(b)-  Fhe  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be 
increased  in  excess  of  the  percentages  established  hy  the  Com 
mission^  and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum  thereof? 

-—(c)-  Fhe  term  ‘Federal  granhin-aid  programs--  as  used 
m  tins  section  means  those  Federal  grant  in -aid  programs 
authorized  hy  this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  and  ah  other  existing  or  future  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  authorized  hy  Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities^  including  hut  not  limited  to  grant -ii 
S. 602- 
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authorized  by  the  following  Aetss  Ecdcral  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Pteed  Prevention 
Act;  title  WE  of  the  Pnhhe  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational 
•Education  Aet  of  4-00-3 ;  Library  Services  Act;  Ecdcral  Air¬ 
port  Act;  part  4V  of  title  PH  of  the  Communications  Aet  of 
40-34;  Higher  Education  Eaeili-t-ies  Aet  of  4-963  ;  Land  and 
-Water  Conservation  Eund  Aet  of  4-965-j  National  Pefense 
Education  Aet  of  4-9507  Phe  term  shall  not  ineludc  on  the 
program  for  the  construction  of  the  development  highway 
system  authorized  by  section  OOP  of  this  Aet  or  any  other 
program  relating  to  highway  or  road  construction,-  or  -{P)- 
any  other  program  for  which  loans  or  other  Ecdcral  financial 
assistancej  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,-  is  authorized  by 
this  or  any  other  Aetr 

“  (d)  Aet  to  exceed  $97,900,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  494  of  this  Aet  for  the  two  fiscal  year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  39j  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 


scctionA 


See?  PP6t  Part  P  of  title  PE  of  the  Aet  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  fellows-:- 

“eULTUKAL  PROGRAMS 

“Seo-.-  -2P5t  -(a-)-  Pn  order  to  encourage  the  development 
of  the  cultural  resources  of  the  region-,-  the  Chairman  of  the 

grants  to  assist  the  member  States  of  the  Commission  m 
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programs  and  projects  -{me lading  pre¬ 
in  the  region  which  meet  the  standards  enumerated 
in  section  5(e)  of  the  National  foundation  on  the  Arts  and 
the  Humanities  Act  of  -1005  -(-29  H-.S-.G-.-  954-j  79  Statr  846)-; 
and  -f2)-  hi  developing  programs  and  projects  m  the  arts  in 
such  a  maimer  as  wih  serve  ah  the  people  of  the  region. 
Such  grants  shah  he  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  section  9  of  that  Acty  for  programs  and  projects 
which  are  compatible  with  State  plans  approved  pursuant  to 
subsection  -(h)-  thereof-,  without  regard  to  any  provisions 
therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or 
to  allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section 
shah  he  made  solely  out  of  funds  spcciheahy  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Acty  and  shall  not  he 
taken  into  aecount  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among 
the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  lawr 

--(h)-  No  grant  shah  he  made  to  a  State  for  a  workshop 
production  -(other  than  a  workshop  conducted  by  a  sehooh- 
eohegCy  or  university)  for  which  a  direct  or  indirect  adnns- 
sion  charge  is  asked  if  the  proceeds,  after  deducting  reason- 
able  costs;  are  used  for  purposes  other  hum  assisting  the 
recipient  to  develop  high  standards  of  artistic  excellence  or 
encourage  greater  appreciation  of  the  arts  and  humanities 
by  the  people  of  the  regiom 

— (o)  Not  to  exceed  $500,000  ef  the  funds 
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in  section  404  el  this  Act  fer  tfee  two  fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  Jane  3tfe  -Hfefefe  shad  fee  available  to  carry  eat  this 
section-:” 

8b6t  4-1-7:  -fa)-  dfee  ferst  sentenee  el  section  024-  el  tfee 
AetT  entitled  “matntrmce  <w  Etw^  is  amended  fey 


striking  eat  “exclusive  el  federal  funds/’  and  inserting  in 


in  tfee  National  System  el  Interstate  and  Re¬ 
lease  Highways,  and  exclusive  el  local  lands  and 
lands/’.- 


-ffe)-  dfee  second  sentenee  of  saefe  section  is  amended  fey 
inserting  alter  “Highways”  tfee  following-:  And  expenditures 
el  local  lands  and  feeders!  lands”-. 

SeOt  -448t  Section  223  el  tfee  Act  is  amended  to  read 


as  follows  ■ 


■  PROG-RAM  tMPEE-ME-N-TATrOS1 
‘■■SeOt  228t  No  program  or  project  authorised  imder 
any  section  el  this  title  shall  fee  implemented  until  -f4}-  appli  - 
cations  and  plans  relating  to  tfee  pregram  or  project  have 
feeen  detennined  fey  tfee  responsible  federal  official  to  fee 
eompatafele  with  tfee  provisions  and  ofejeetives  of  Federal  laws 
whieli  fee  administers  that  are  net  inconsistent  with  this  Aefe 
and  -f2)-  tfee  Commission  has  approved  saefe  program  or 
project  and  has  determined  that  it  meets  tfee  applicable  eri- 
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teria  under  section  2-24-  and  will  contribute  to  Ike  development 
of  tke  region  wkiek  determination  shall  he  eontrokmg.” 

Seo.  1-19.  -(a)-  Subsection  -{a-)-  ol  section  224  of  tke  Aek 
entitled  "program  development  MEBIa”,  is  amended 
-(4-)-  by  striking  ont  —In  developing  recommendations  on  tke11 
and  inserting  in  ken  thereof:  ^dn  considering---;  and  -(2-)- 
by  striking  ont  '-within  those  recommendations” . 

-(h)-  Subsection  -(h)-  of  suck  section  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  ont  danse  -(A)-  and  inserting  in  ken  thereof  tke  following-; 
on  assist  establishments  relocating  from  one  area  to 


Sect  420;  Section  302  of  tke  Act;  entitled  “grants  for 


ADMI-XtSTRATI-VE  EXPENSES  OF  L-OCAB 


AND  FOR  RESEARCH  AND 


~  is  amended  ky  -(4-)-  striking  ont  snkseetioos  -(a)- 
tkrough  -(e)- ;  -f3)-  redesignating  subsection  -fd)-  as  subsection 
■(e)  ;  and  -(3-)-  inserting  tke  following  new  subsections  -(a)- 

-"-(a)-  Abe  President  is  authorized — 

"-(-l-)-  to  make  giants  to  tke  Commission  for  admin 
istrative  expenses;  including  technical  services;  of  loeal 
development  districts;  hot  -(A-)-  tke  amount  of  any  snek 
grant  shall  not  exceed  TO  per  centum  of  snek  expenses, 
-(B)-  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses  shall  he  made 
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for  a  local  development  district  fop  a  period  in  excess  el 
three  years  beginning  on  tbe  dale  the  initial  grant  is  made 
ter  seek  development  district,-  and  fCj-  tbe  local  develop 
ment  district  contributions  ter  administrative  expenses 
may  be  in  easb  or  in  kimb  fairly  evaluated,-  including 
but  net  limited  te  spacer  equipmcnt7  and  sendees ;  and 
“(2)  te  make  grants  te  tbe  Commission  ter  invest! 
ffatiom  rcscareli,-  studies,-  technical  assistaneeT  and  demon¬ 
stration  projeets7  and  ter  training  programs,  but  net  ter 
construction  purpose^  -whieh  will  further  tbe  purposes 
ef  this  Aet? 


U 


-fbf  bhe  Commission  is  authorized  te  make  a  survey 
and  study  ef  aeid  pollution  in  tbe  region  resulting  from 
mining  activities  and  tbe  effects  ef  such  pollution-,  in  full 
cooperation  with  tbe  Secretary  ef  tbe  Interior  and  ether 
appropriate  bed  crab  State,  and  local  departments  and  agen 
eiesr  Vrith  tbe  objective  ef  developing  a  comprehensive  action 
program  for  tbe  appropriate  control,  roduetiom  or  elimina- 
tien  ef  such  pollution  in  tbe  region  or  tbe  effects  ef  such 
-pollutiom  dbe  Commission  shad  submit  te  tbe  President  a 
report,  inehiding  specific  recommendations  for  such  program 
and  for  tbe  policies  under  which  ft  should  be  eondueted7  and 
tbe  President  shall  submit  the  report  te  tbe  Congress,-  to¬ 
gether  -with  bis  recommendationsy  net  later  than  March  d4y 

Ibbth  bbe  study  sbadr  among  ether  matters — 

*  7  © 
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^-(4)-  Identify  sources  el  acid  mine  pollution  in  the 
region  and  their  type,  area,  ownership,  and  ether  char¬ 
acteristics ;-  the  relative  contribution  el  each  soerce-y  and 
the  impact  el  eaeh  source  on  water  quality  in  the  streams 
affected-: 


water-using 

and  ether  activities  which  are  aff eeted  by  acid  mine  pol¬ 
lution  in  the  region,  or  originating  in  the  region,  and  the 
economic  and  social  eests  and  effects  attributable  to  such 
pollution.' 

-fdf  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for  the 
abatement  of  acid  mine  pollution-: 

-(4)-  Estimate  economic  and  social  benefits,  public 
and  private,  that  are  likely  to  result  from  -reducing  to 
various  levels  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  streams  of  the 


U 


a 


region  and  identify  the  types  of  benefi caries  and  the 
relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such  beneficiaries-: 

Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal 
Etatc,  and  private  interests  in  programs  for  the  con  trek 
rcduction-j  or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the 
region  and  the  relative  eests  which  each  should  be  ary 
including  specifically  -fAf  the  extenty  if  anyy  to  which 


private  interests  can  bear  the  eest  of  such  programs 
within  the  economics  of  mining  activity^  -(E)-  the  effee- 
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tiveness  <-4  pest  action  by  Federal,-  State?  awl  local  units 
el  government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the  adverse 
effects  el  acid  mine  pollution,-  -(-Cf  relationships  which 
might  he  established  among  Federal,-  Stater  and  loeal 
units  el  government,  awl  with  private  interests,  ler  Im¬ 
plementing  and  lending  sueh  programs?  and  -(F-)-  the 
need  ler  appropriate  Federal  and  State  legislation? 
including  adequate  enforcement  provisions,-  ler  seeh 


programs^ 

-fbf 

trel?  reduction-, ■  er 
the  region-,-  ineluding  the 
tives  and  costs-,-  with  dne 


ler  the 


el  aeld  mine  pollution  in 
el  epeeitie  objec¬ 
tor  -(— V)-  the  de¬ 


velopmental  effects  el  the  program,  -(-B)-  the  economic 
benefits  el  the  program  in  relation  to  costs?  -(C)-  the 
social  effects  el  the  program,  -(F)-  the  avoidance  el  un¬ 
warranted  financial  gam  to  private  interests,  and  -fFf 
tbe  types  and  sources  el  aid  required  te  accomplish  the 
programs 

--(e)-  hhe  Commission  shah?  as  required  by  the  Fresh 
dent?  maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  el  transactions 
and  activities  financed  with  -F ederal  lands  and  report  thereon 


te  the  -President:  Fhe  records  el  Fie  Commission  shah  be 
available  ler  audit  with  respect  te  such  grants  by  the  Fresh 
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dent  and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  authorized 
representatives. 

—(4)  blot  to  ex-ceed  $1-3,000,000  el  the  fends  authorized 
in  section  404  el  this  Act  for  the  two  fiscal  year  period  end¬ 
ing  J une  0O7  4909;  shah  he  avahable  to  carry  ont  this  section  7 
Act  to  e-x-eeed  $3-, -000, 000  ol  sneh  authorization  shall  he 
available  lor  the  purposes  ol  subsection  -(b)  A 

S-EOr  424t  Section  303-  ol  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
fellows : 


Amoj-Eer  approval 

“Sec.  303:  An  application  lor  a  grant  or  lor  any  other 
assistance  lor  a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shah  he 
made  through  the  State  member  ol  the  Commission  repre¬ 
senting  such  applicant;  and  sueh  State  member  shah  evaluate 
the  application  lor  approvab  Only  applications  lor  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member 
as  meeting  the  requirements  lor  assistance  under  the  Act 
shah  be  approved  lor  assistance.-- 

Se€-  1-22t  Section  404  ol  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 


‘  Authorization  oe  appropriations 
-Si] Or  401"  -(-a-)-  In  addition  to  the 
thonzed  in  section  204  fer  the  Appalachian 


au- 


S.  602 - 4 
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highway  sj^stem  and  local  aeeess  reads?  there  is  horcby  au¬ 


thorized  to  bo  appropriated  to  the  President, ■  to  be  available 


antd  expended,  not  to  exceed  $2 73, 650, -000  for  the  two- 
fisealyear  period  ending  June  66?  1969j  to  earry  out  this  Aetr 
“(b)-  Unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the 
authorization  in  this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967 
shall  be  treated  as  having  been  appropriated  to  the  President 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  as  amended,  and  shall  remain 
availabe  until  expended :  Provided,-  That  any  unexpended 
balanees  of  appropriations  for  the  purposes  of  section  S04 
prior  to  such  amendment  shall  remain  available  for  such 
purposes.  ” 


(4-)-  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  coun¬ 


ties  in  Alabama  after  “Jefferson,”  the  following :  “Ua- 
marj”  and  after  ‘Ahorgan,”  the  following:  <£Piekcns, - ; 


and 


OAll  111 

XJXJ  11  1  lT/1  \J  75  TTT 


ilvA, 

Pll  U 
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■Prentiss?  Tippah?  Tishomingo?  Enion?  Webster,  and 
Winston ; 

Hn  Ww  Aork?  tire  counties  el  Allegany? 
Eroomc,  Cattaraugus?  Chautauqua?  Chemung, 

Schuyler, ■  Steu1)en,  Tioga?  and  Tompkins-;”? 

Sueh  section  is  further  amended  by  stiiking  eut  the 
colon  following  “West  A-irginiaG  end  inserting  in  hen  thereof 
ft  period y  and  by  striking  ent  ah  el  the  remainder  el  sueh 
section  and  inserting  in  hen  thereel  the  followings 

ANA  reeenmiendatien  ler  any  change  in  the  definition  el 
the  Appalachian  region  as  set  lerth  in  this  section  shah  be 

resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Publ-ie  Works  of  the  Senate 
or  of  the  House  of  Representatives-,'  directing  a  study  of  sueh 
change/ - 

TITHE  II--AMEHHMEETS  TO  TITHE  ¥  OE  THE 
HHHHr-C  WORKS  AHH  ECOEOM-IG  HEA-EHOP-- 
MEHT  ACT  OE  4 Odb 


SfiOr  2CE 

\\f  v  H  c*  kiii /I 

nurKo  till  VI 

by  striking  the 


-(a)-  of  Section  bOO  of  the  Public; 

Act  of  4H6b  is  amended 
after  clause  -{AH  inserting  a 


comma?  and  the  following-?  Concluding  the 


of  a 
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He  plan  approved  fey  tfee 


comprehensive 

Secretary  ;-fe 

SeGt  20A-  Subsection  -(e)-  el  section:  505  el  tfee  Public 
Works  and  -Economic  Development  Act  el  4005  is  amended 
fey  adding  at  Pie  end  tfeereel  tfee  billowing-; 

ANet  te  exceed  $2,500,000  el  tfee  lends  authorised  te 
fee  appropriated  fey  tfeis  subsection  let*  eaefe  fiseal  year  sfeafe 
fee  adeeated  fey  tfee  Secretary  te  eaefe  regional  eemmissiee  te 
earr-y  eet  tfee  purpeses  el  tfeis  scctionr” 

S-Ettr  203t  Seetiee  500  el  tfee  Public  Works  and  Eee- 
noime  Development  Act  el  4005  is  amended  fey  redesignating 
suefe  seetiee  as  seetiee  540  aed  fey  inserting  alter  seetiee 


508  tfee  I 


ATTT  CjAptl  O  ♦ 

1  IaJ  VV  ovJ  t  LiUll  T/utyT 


AEPPLEME-N-TS  ¥0 


0P-AE-T  IE  AIB 


ac 


yn  /  >  sj  |  >  \  1  >1  4->j1  r/  wl. 

I  v  y  L\j  rlTT  VOT(U 


nS+AA  -500.-  -(a)-  le  erder  te  enable  tfee  States  aed  etfeer 

xy'  i  f  1 1 1 1  \  s\-%  i  >  i  /  * 

» v  1 1  i  1 1 II  \  t  yy it \ riTxtt~ 

under  ties  Act  te  take  maximum  advantage  el  -Ecderal  graet- 
ie-aid  programs  -(as  feereiealter  defined)-  ler  wfeiefe  tfeey  are 
eligible  feet  ler  wfeielq  because  el  tfeeir  eeeeemie  sfeuatiere 
tfeey  eaeeet  supply  tfee  required  metefeieg  sfeare7  tfee  Secre¬ 
tary  sfealfe  eeee  a  comprehensive  long  range  eeeeemie  plan 
established  pursuant  te  clause  -(A)-  el  seetiee  503  (a)  is  in 
efieefe  te  previde  lends  pursuant  te  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  el  eaefe  el  tfee  Federal  Goehalrmen  el  tfee  regional 


is  beretelere  er  feerealter  established  under  tfeis 
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titkg  to  be  ased  lor  Ike  sole  pnrpose  el  increasing  Ike  Federal 
le  projects  tinker  seek  programs  above  Ike  fixed 
portion  ol  Ike  eosl  oi  seek  projects  otherwise  au¬ 
thorized:  by  the  applicable  laws  Fo  program  or  projeel 
authorized  wider  this  section  skak  he  implemented  oath 
-(4-}-  applications  and  plans  relating  to  the  program  or 
project  have  keen  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  he  compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  ol 
•Federal  laws  which  ke  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent 
with  this  Aetj  and  -fit}-  the  Regional  Commission  involved 
has  approved  sock  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  Ike  applicable  criteria  nnder  section  o04  and 

de- 


to  the  development  ol  tire  region^ 

c<l  lull  K  o  a  An  f  va!  linn*  TT  niif]  o.  m  o  T7  Ka 

toilet  XX  tju  I  till  ul  ulllli^  •  JL  111  Tv  to  Iliu  J  Uu 

n li  1  t 7  Fa v  IT  o/l Orel  ry1! *n n X _ i i r  o i e  1  uta ni*o mri  'Fat*  tttIi i nl i  ~Fi i iq el g  o vn 

ttilTy  rt/T  _L  UXitTTTtX  ^  1  ctll  k  ITT  txTtX  jTl  U^gl  ellllto  TT7±  W  lllAjll  1  Lllixto  UXL 

available  nnder  Ike  Act  anther  king  sack  programs.  -hands 
so  provided  skak  ke  available  witlmnt  regard  to  any  appro- 
priation  aathorization  ceilings  in  sack  Aetr 

— fb)-  Fbe  Fed  oral  portion  ol  sack  costs  skak  not  be 
increased  la  excess  ol  the  percentages  established  by  each 
n  ssioiij  and~  shall-  in  -no-  evenb  exceed-  §0-  pen  centam 


^-(e-)-  Fhe  term  ^Federal  grant-in-aid 


<  *  fl  Q  1  1  O  /l 

<To  tttotrtt 


in  this  section  means  ah  existing  or 


grant- 
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in -aid  programs 
[construction  or 
limited  to  grant-in-aid 
Aet  and  by  the 
Control  Act; 


mtlwi 
11 1U 


ot  land  or  Ore 
of  facilities, ■  ineluding  dot  not 
&*^*x*k,  authorized  by  title  4  of  this 
6  Acts-  Federal  Water 
Froteetion  and  Flood 


Act;  title  A4  of  the  Fnhlie  Health  Service  Act ;  Anea- 
tional  Education  Aet  of  4963g  hdbrary  Services  Act ;  Fed¬ 
eral  Airport-  Act ;  part  FA  of  title  444  of  the  Commnniea- 
tions  Aet  of  4934 ;  44igher  Education  Facilities  Aet  of  1963; 
Fand  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Aet  of  196-5;  and 
National  Fcfcnse  Fdneation  Aet  of  4058r  Fbe  term  shall 
not  include  any  program  in  -which  loans  or  other  Federal 
financial  assistance,'  except  a  grant-in-aid  program, ■  is  author- 
ized  hy  this  or  any  other  Aefi  Grants  under  this  section  shall 

no  nio  /I  o  ol  \ '  /~\ii  4  eyf-  lii  i  t  /I  c;  a 7 t  o o 1 1^  r» p  11  ^ 7  o  o  4r*rl  fov 

T7t7  ITTtttttj  ot/TtriA  tTTTT  tTX  IttliAlO  opCvilTV  (TTlT  it' JT p / it *p  FiTtT  V  VT  TTTT 

the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section^  and  shall  not  he 
taken  into  account  hr  the  computation  of  allocations  among 
the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law 

‘■^fd)  Fhere  is  hereby  authorhed  to  he  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  each  of  the  regional  commissions  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section  the  sum  of  $5,060,000  for  the  period 
ending  June  6G7  -4968,  and  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  done  30r  40614 

“  (c)  Any  amounts  appropriated  under  this  section  shall 
tin  available  until  expended,-  and  any 
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last  not  appropriated 
fecal  year  eom- 


fOT  any  fecftl  ¥W  ttnder  life 
may  be  appropriated  for  any 
meriting  prior  to  Jody  fe  1970.- 

‘-(f)-  fen  application  for  a  grant  under  tlfe  section  shall 
fee  made  through  fee  State  member  of  fee  Commission  repre¬ 
senting  seek  applicant?  and  seek  State  member  shall  ovabc- 
ate  tke  application  for  approval  Only  applications  for  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member 
as  meeting  tke  requirements  for  assistance  under  tkis  section 
shall  be  approved  for  assistance^ 

TITLE  I— APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOP¬ 


MENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 


Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967” . 

Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965  (hereinafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as 
“the  Act”)  is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  “and”  at  the  end  of 
clause  (7);  (2)  by  striking  out  the  semicolon  and  the  word 
“and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period;  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30, 
1967,  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

G 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government.  Thereafter,  such  ex¬ 
penses  shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States  in  the  region,  except 
that  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate, 
and  his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Government. 
The  share  to  be  paid  by  each  State  shall  be  determined  by 
the  Commission.  The  F ederal  Cochairman  shall  not  partici¬ 
pate  or  vote  in  such  determination.  No  assistance  authorized 
by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political 
subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  Commission  while  such  State  is  delinquent  in 
payment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

11  (b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Commission,  to  be  available 
until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to  exceed  $ 400,000 
of  such  authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  expenses  of 
the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the  authorization  in 
this  section  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  as  amended,  until 
expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the  Act,  entitled 
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“administrative  powers  of  the  commission'’ ,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases 
(including,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 
the  lease  of  office  space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later 
than  June  30,  1971),  cooperative  agreements,  or  other 
transactions  as  may  he  necessary  in  carrying  out  its 
functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate, 
with  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  ( which  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the 
extent  not  otherwise  prohibited  by  law)  or  with  any 
State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency,  or  instru¬ 
mentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association, 
or  corporation.” 

Sec.  105.  Title  I  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  at 
the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“commission  employee  protections 
“Sec.  109.  Section  5334(a)  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  ‘ For  the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  an  indi¬ 
vidual  employed  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
under  section  106(a)  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  or  by  a  regional  commission  established 
pursuant  to  section  502  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
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Development  Act  of  1965,  under  section  506(2)  of  such  Act, 
who  was  a  Federal  employee  immediately  prior  to  such  em¬ 
ployment  by  a  commission  and  within  six  months  after  sepa¬ 
ration  from  such  employment  is  employed  in  a  position  to 
which  this  subchapter  applies,  shall  be  treated  as  if  trans¬ 
ferred  from  a  position  in  the  executive  branch  to  which  this 
subchapter  does  not  apply.’ .” 

Sec.  106.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“ APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system 
which,  in  conjunction  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other 
Federal-aid  highways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will  open 
up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental  potential  where 
commerce  and  communication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of 
adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  (hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’ )  is  authorized 
to  assist  in  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads  serving  the  Appala¬ 
chian  region.  The  provisions  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  which 
the  Secretary  determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
shall  apply,  respectively ,  to  the  development  highway  system 
and  the  local  access  roads.  Construction  on  the  development 
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highway  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  seven  hundred 
miles.  Construction  of  local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed 
one  thousand  two  hundred  miles  that  will  serve  specific  recrea¬ 
tional ,  residential,  educational,  commercial,  industrial,  or 
other  like  facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  school  consolidation 
program. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary  its 
designations  of  (1)  the  general  corridor  location  and  termini 
of  the  development  highways,  (2)  loccd  access  roads  to  be 
constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  construction  of  segments 
of  the  development  highways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the 
program  authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State  mem¬ 
ber  participates  in  or  votes  on  such  designations,  he  shall 
have  obtained  the  recommendations  of  the  State  highway 
department  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

“(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist  in  any  con¬ 
struction  (including  right-of-way  acquisition)  which  would 
require  for  its  completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
(other  than  funds  available  under  title  23,  United  States 
Code)  in  excess  of  the  appropriations  authorization  in  sub¬ 
section  (g).  On  its  completion  each  development  highway 
not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be  added 
to  such  system  and  each  development  highway  and  local 
access  road  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the  State 
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as  provided  for  Federal-aid  highways  in  title  23,  United 
States  Code. 

“(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  author¬ 
ized  under  this  section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference 
to  the  use  of  materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region. 

“(c)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in 
the  use  of  coal  and  coal  products  in  highway  construction 
and  maintenance,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  require  each 
participating  State,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  to  use 
coal  derivatives  in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

“(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of 
such  project,  unless  the  Commission  determines  that  assist¬ 
ance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  required  in  furtherance 
of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shcdl  such  Federal 
assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President,  to  be  available  until 
expended,  $ 715,000 ,000  for  the  four-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1971. 

“(h)(1)  When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  con¬ 
struct  a  segment  of  a  development  highway  without  the  aid 
of  Federal  funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and 
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requirements  applicable  to  the  construction  of  segments  of 
Appalachian  development  highways  with  such  funds,  except 
insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to 
the  construction  of  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  have 
previously  been  appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  applica¬ 
tion  by  the  State  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Commission,  is 
authorized  to  pay  to  the  State  the  Federal  share  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  70  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  the  construction  of  such 
segment,  from  any  sums  appropriated  and  allocated  to  such 
State  to  carry  out  this  section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  com¬ 
mitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  funds  for  segments  of  development  highways  con¬ 
structed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not  increase  the 
limitation  on  construction  in  subsection  (c).” 

Sec.  107.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“demonstration  health  projects 
“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of 
adequate  health  facilities  and  services  to  the  economic  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  region,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make  grants  for  the  planning, 
construction,  equipment,  and  operation  of  multicounty  dem¬ 
onstration  health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional  health 
diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities  and 
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services  necessary  to  health.  Grants  for  such  construction 
( including  the  acquisition  of  privately  owned  facilities  not 
operated  for  profit  and  initial  equipment)  shall  he  made  in 
accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  title  VI  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  291-291 o) ,  the 
Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health 
Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat.  282),  and  other 
laws  authorizing  grants  for  the  construction  of  health-related 
facilities,  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating 
to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among 
the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out 
of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  this  Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  com¬ 
putation  of  the  allotments  among  the  States  made  pursuant 
to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  any 
component  of  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed  80 
per  centum  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  contribution  may  be 
provided  entirely  from  funds  authorized  under  this  section 
or  in  combination  with  funds  provided  under  other  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
health-related  facilities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
law  limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other  programs,  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal 
grants  for  component  facilities  of  a  demonstration  health 
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project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such 
facilities. 

“(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  (including 
initial  operating  funds  and  operating  deficits  comprising 
among  other  items  the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and  re¬ 
taining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demonstration  health  proj¬ 
ect,  whether  or  not  constructed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum  of  the  costs 
thereof  for  the  two-year  period  beginning,  for  each  compo¬ 
nent  facility  or  service  assisted  under  any  such  operating 
grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or  service  is  in  opera¬ 
tion  as  a  part  of  the  project.  For  the  next  three  years  of 
operations  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  such 
costs.  No  grant  for  operation  of  a  demonstration  health  proj¬ 
ect  shall  be  made  unless  the  facility  is  publicly  owned,  or 
owned  by  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  organization,  and  is 
not  operated  for  profit.  No  grants  for  operation  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project  shall  be  made  after  five  years  following 
the  commencement  of  the  initial  grant  for  operation  of  the 
project.  No  such  grants  shall  be  made  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  satisfied  that  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  project  will  be  conducted  under  efficient  manage¬ 
ment  practices  designed  to  obviate  operating  deficits.  Not¬ 
withstanding  section  104  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  554),  a  health-related 
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facility  constructed  under  title  1  of  that  Act  may  be  a  compo¬ 
nent  of  a  demonstration  health  project  eligible  for  operating 
grant  assistance  under  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Commission  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  its  Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to  make  grants 
for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for  the  development  and 
operation  of  demonstration  health  projects  for  the  region. 
The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum 
of  such  expenses. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section .” 

Sec.  108.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “land  stabilization,  conservation,  and  ero¬ 
sion  control”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry 
out  this  section.” 

Sec.  109.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  204  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  end- 
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ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section” 

Sec.  110.  (a)  Clause  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
205  of  the  Act,  entitled  “mining  area  restoration ”,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(1)  make  financial  contributions  to  States  in  the 
region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and 
abandoned  oil  and  gas  wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabili¬ 
tate  lands  affected  by  the  strip  and  surface  mining  and 
processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals,  including  lands 
affected  by  waste  piles,  in  accordance  with  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (30  TJ.S.C.  571  et  seq.),  to 
the  extent  applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2(b) 
thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b) )  or  to  any  provisions  therein 
limiting  assistance  to  anthracite  coal  formation,  or  to  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  be  made  wholly  out  of  funds  specifically 
appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  carrying  out  this  Act.” 

(b)  Strike  out  clause  (3)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
205  of  the  Act. 

(c)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  205  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  For  the  fiscal  years  1966,  1967,  1968,  and  1969, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Federal 
share  of  mining  area  restoration  projects,  including  reason- 
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able  planning  and  engineering  costs,  carried  out  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  and  conducted  on  lands  other  than 
federally  owned  lands  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of 
the  total  cost  thereof.  The  non-F ederal  share  of  the  total 
cost  of  any  project  carried  out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  may  include  reasonable  land  acquisition  costs  incurred 
in  acquiring  land  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  implementing 
such  project,  if  such  land  is  acquired  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1967.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d)  of  section  205 
of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “ Not  to  exceed 
$30,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this 
Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  111.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of  the  Act, 
entitled  11  water  resource  survey”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $ 2,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section 
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Sec.  112.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows: 
“assistance  for  planning  and  other  preliminary 

EXPENSES  OF  PROPOSED  HOUSING  PROJECTS  UNDER 
SECTION  221  OF  THE  NATIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 
“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the 
construction  or  rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of 
low-  and  moderate-income  families  and  individuals,  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary' )  is  authorized 
to  make  grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Fund  established  by  this  section,  under  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  may  prescribe,  to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or 
cooperative  organizations,  or  to  public  bodies,  for  expenses 
of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  for  a 
housing  construction  or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section 
221  of  the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in  this  section 
referred  to  as  ‘ section  221  ’),  in  any  area  of  the  Appalachian 
region  determined  by  the  Commission  to  have  significant 
potential  for  future  growth. 

“(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  those  administrative  expenses,  incident  to  planning 
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a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section 
221 ,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to  he  recoverable 
from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  such  section: 
Provided ,  That  no  grant  shall  he  made  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  under  section  221,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  market  needs, 
preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  fees,  site 
options,  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  Federal  Na¬ 
tional  Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  construction  loan  fees 
and  discounts.  Loans  may  be  made  without  interest,  or  at 
any  market  or  below  market  interest  rate  authorized,  for  a 
mortgage  insured  under  section  221:  Provided,  That  any 
loan  made  to  an  organization  established  for  profit  shall 
bear  interest  at  the  prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a 
mortgage  insured  under  such  section.  The  Secretary  may, 
except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  an  organization  established 
for  profit,  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  interest,  which  he  finds 
the  borrower  is  unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a 
mortgage  insured  under  section  221. 

“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  shall  be  deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall 
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be  known  as  the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be 
used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary  for  carrying  out 
such  purposes.  General  expenses  of  administration  of  this 
section  may  be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund  not 
needed  for  current  operation  may  be  invested  in  bonds  or 
other  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  principal  and.  interest  by 
the  United  States. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $ 5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section 

Sec.  113.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211  of  the  Act, 
entitled  “ vocational  education  facilities” ,  is  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  word  “needed”  in  the  first  sentence, 
the  following:  “and  for  the  equipment  of  such  facilities  and 
other  school  facilities” . 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $ 26,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized, 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two- fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  114.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “sewage  treatment  works” ,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $ 6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
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in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  115.  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1954  (40  U.S.G.  461(a))  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and  all  of  clause  (9)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  for 
comprehensive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as 
defined  by  section  403  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified  under 
section  301  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  their  entire 
areas,  or  for  metropolitan  planning,  urban  planning, 
county  planning,  or  small  municipality  planning  within 
such  areas  in  the  Appalachian  region,  and  for  planning 
for  Appalachian  regional  programs.” 

(b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  701(b) 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
“ States ”  the  words  “ and  local  development  districts” . 

Sec.  116.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States, 
and  local  communities  of  the  region,  including  local  develop- 
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merit  districts,  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for  which  they  are 
eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal 
contribution  to  projects  under  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams,  as  hereafter  defined,  above  the  fixed  maximum  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the 
applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided  for  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  ivhich  funds  are  available  under 
the  Acts  authorizing  such  programs  and  shall  be  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings 
in  such  Acts.  Any  finding,  report,  certification,  or  documen¬ 
tation  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  head  of  the  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal  Government 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  any  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  program  shall  be  accepted  by  the  Federal  Cochairman 
with  respect  to  a  supplemental  grant  for  any  project  under 
such  program. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be 
increased  in  excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  the  Com¬ 
mission,  and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum  thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘ Federal  grant-in-aid  programs'  as  used 
in  this  section  means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
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authorized  by  this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  and  all  other  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  author¬ 
ized  on  or  before  August  1,  1967,  by  Acts  other  than  this 
Act  for  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equip¬ 
ment  of  facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid 
programs  authorized  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Voca¬ 
tional  Education  Act  of  1966;  Library  Sendees  Act;  Federal 
Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National  Defense 
Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  the 
program  for  the  construction  of  the  development  highway 
system  authorized  by  section  201  of  this  Act  or  any  other 
program  relating  to  highway  or  road  construction,  or  (B) 
any  other  program  for  which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial 
assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  authorized,  by 
this  or  any  other  Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $ 71,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  221  of  the 
Act,  entitled,  “maintenance  of  effort" ,  is  amended  by 
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striking  out  “exclusive  of  Federal  funds,'’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “exclusive  of  expenditures  for 
participation  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  De¬ 
fense  Highways,  and  exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Federal 
funds,” . 

(h)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  “Highways’  the  following:  “ and  expenditures 
of  local  funds  and  Federal  funds” . 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

‘  ‘program  implement  a  tion 

“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under 
any  section  of  this  title  shall  be  implemented  until  (1)  appli¬ 
cations  and  plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal  official  to  be 
compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal  laws 
which  he  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
and  (2)  the  Commission  has  approved,  such  program  or 
project  and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the  applicable  cri¬ 
teria  under  section  224  and  will  contribute  to  the  development 
of  the  region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224  of  the  Act, 
entitled  “program  development  criteria” ,  is  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  “In  developing  recommendations  on  the” 
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and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  “In  considering" ;  and  (2) 
hg  striking  out  “within  those  recommendations" . 

(h)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  stink¬ 
ing  out  clause  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“( 1)  to  assist  establishments  relocating  from  one  area  to 
another;" . 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled  “ grants  for 

ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  OF  LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RESEARCH  AND  DEMONSTRATION 
projects" ,  is  amended  by  (1)  striking  out  subsections  (a) 
through  (c);  (2)  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsection 
(e);  and  (3)  inserting  the  following  new  subsections  (a) 
through  (d) : 

“(a)  The  President  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses,  including  technical  services,  of  local 
development  districts,  but  (A)  the  amount  of  any  such 
grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses, 
(B)  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses  shall  be  made 
for  a  local  development  district  for  a  period  in  excess  of 
three  years  beginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made 
for  such  development  district,  and  (C)  the  local  develop¬ 
ment  district  contributions  for  administrative  expenses 
may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including 
but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services;  and 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

10 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

09 

23 

24 

25 


51 


“(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  investi¬ 
gation,  research,  studies,  technical  assistance,  and  demon¬ 
stration  projects,  and  for  training  programs,  hut  not  for 
construction  purposes,  which  will  further  the  purposes 
of  this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  make  a  survey 
and  study  of  acid  pollution  in  the  region  resulting  from 
mining  activities  and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  in  full 
cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  other 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and,  local  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies,  with  the  objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  action 
program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimina¬ 
tion  of  such  pollution  in  the  region  or  the  effects  of  such, 
pollution.  The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  President  a 
report,  including  specific  recommendations  for  such  program, 
and  for  the  policies  under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and 
the  President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  recommendations,  not  later  than  March  31, 
1969.  The  study  shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the 
region  and  their  type,  area,  ownership,  and  other  char¬ 
acteristics;  the  relative  contribution  of  each  source ;  and 
the  impact  of  each  source  on  water  quality  in  the  streams 
affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water-using 
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and  other  activities  which  are  affected  by  acid  mine  pol¬ 
lution  in  the  region ,  or  originating  in  the  region,  and  the 
economic  and  social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to  such 
pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for  the 
control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine  pollution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  benefits,  public 
and  private,  that  are  likely  to  result  from  reducing  to 
various  levels  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  streams  of  the 
region  and  identify  the  types  of  beneficiaries  and  the 
relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such  beneficiaries. 

“(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal, 
State,  and  private  interests  in  programs  for  the  control, 
reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the 
region  and  the  relative  costs  which  each  should  bear, 
including  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to  which 
private  interests  can  bear  the  cost  of  such  programs 
within  the  economics  of  mining  activity,  (B)  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  past  action  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units 
of  (government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the  adverse 
effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (C)  relationships  which 
might  be  established,  among  Federal,  State,  and  local 
units  of  government,  and  with  piivate  interests,  for  im¬ 
plementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and  (D)  the 
need  for  appropriate  Federal  and  State  legislation, 
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including  adequate  enforcement  provisions,  for  such 
programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appropriate  con¬ 
trol,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in 
the  region,  including  the  identification  of  specific  objec¬ 
tives  and  costs,  ivith  due  consideration  to:  (A)  the  de¬ 
velopmental  effects  of  the  program,  (B)  the  economic 
benefits  of  the  program  in  relation  to  costs,  (C )  the 
social  effects  of  the  program,  (D )  the  avoidance  of  un¬ 
warranted  financial  gain  to  private  interests,  and  (E) 
the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to  accomplish  the 
program. 

“(c)(1)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by  the 
President,  maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of  trans¬ 
actions  and  activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report 
thereon  to  the  President.  The  records  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  available  for  audit,  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the 
President  and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  author¬ 
ized  representatives. 

“(2)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall,  as  required  by  the  Commission, 
maintain  accurate  and  complete  records  of  transactions  and 
activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report  thereon 
to  the  Commission.  Such  records  shall  be  available  for  audit, 
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by  the  President,  the  Comptroller  General,  and  the  Com¬ 
mission  or  their  duly  authorized  representatives. 

“(cl)  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized 
in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 
Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be 
available  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (b)." 

Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

u PROJECT  APPROVAL 

“Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other 
assistance  for  a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be 
made  through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  repre¬ 
senting  such  applicant,  and-  such  State  member  shall  evaluate 
the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member 
as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act 
shall  be  approved  for  assistance.  No  project  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Commission  unless  the  Commission  is  satisfied  that  the 
project  will  be  properly  administered,  operated,  and 
maintained 

Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“ AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

“Sec.  401.  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  authorized 
in  section  109  and  in  section  201  for  the  Appalachian  dr - 
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veloyment  highway  system  and  local  access  roads,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President,  to  be 
available  until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $220,000,000  for  the 
two- fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry  out 
this  Act.” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  entitled,  “ defi¬ 
nition  of  Appalachian  pegion” ,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  coun¬ 
ties  in  Alabama  after  “Jefferson,”  the  following:  “La¬ 
mar,”  and  after  “Morgan,”  the  following:  “Pickens,”  ; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating  to  the 
counties  in  Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Benton, 
Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kemper, 
Lee,  Lowndes,  Marshall,  Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktib¬ 
beha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tishomingo, 
Union,  Webster,  and  Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chautauqua,  Chemung, 
Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego,  Schoharie, 
Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tompkins;” ;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  coun¬ 
ties  in  Tennessee  after  “ Campbell ”  the  following:  “Can¬ 
non,” . 


(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  striking  out 
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the  colon  following  “West  Virginia  ’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  period,  and  by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder 
of  such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the  definition  of 
the  Appalachian  region  as  set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be 
proposed  or  considered  by  the  Commission  without  a  prior 
resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate 
or  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  directing  a  study  of  such 
change .” 

TITLE  II— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  PUBLIC 
WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

ACT  OF  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  503  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended 
by  striking  the  semicolon  after  clause  (2),  inserting  a 
comma,  and  the  following:  “including  the  development  of  a 
comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan  approved  by  the 
Secretary  . 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  shall 
be  allocated’  by  the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commission  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section.” 
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Sec.  203.  Section  500  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  redesignating 
such  section  as  section  510  and  by  inserting  after  section 
508  the  following  new  section  509 : 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
“Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States  and,  other 
entities  within  economic  development  regions  established 
under  this  Act  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for  which  they  are 
eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  authorized,  once  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic 
plan  established  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  section  503(a)  of 
this  Act  is  in  effect,  and  pursuant  to  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions,  approved  by  him,  of  the  regional  commissions  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  established  under  this  title  and  after 
consultation  with  appropriate  F ederal  officials,  to  allocate 
funds  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section  to  the  heads  of 
the  departments,  agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  responsible  for  the  administration  of  such 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  be  used  for  the  sole  pur¬ 
pose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  projects  under 
such  programs  above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost 
of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable  law. 
No  program  or  project  authorized  under  this  section  shall  be 
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implemented  until  (1)  applications  and  plans  relating  to  the 
program  or  project  hare  been  determined  by  the  responsible 
Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and 
objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not 
inconsistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission 
involved  has  approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under  section  504 
and,  will  contribute  to  the  development  of  the  region,  which 
determination  shall  be  controlling.  Funds  may  be  provided 
only  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are 
available  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.  Funds 
so  provided  shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appro¬ 
priation  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be 
increased  in  excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  each 
commission,  and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘ Federal  grant-in-aid  programs’  as  used 
in  this  section  means  all  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  in 
existence  on  or  before  August  1,  1967,  assisting  in  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities, 
including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized 
by  title  I  of  this  Act  and  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Voca- 
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tional  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Fed¬ 
eral  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  111  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963; 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  and 
National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall 
not  include  any  program  in  which  loans  or  other  Federal 
financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  author¬ 
ized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants  under  this  section  shall 
be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  and  shall  not  be 
taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  allocations  among 
the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Secretary  for  use  in  each  of  the  regions  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

“(e)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this  section  shall 
be  made  through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  repre¬ 
senting  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall  evalu¬ 
ate  the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member 
as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this  section 
shall  be  approved  for  assistance 

Sec.  204.  The  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop- 
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1  merit  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  title  VI 

2  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

3  “ADMINISTRATION ,  OPERATION,  AND  MAINTENANCE 

4  “Sec.  604.  No  Federal  assistance  shall  be  approved 

5  under  this  Act  unless  the  responsible  Federal  official  is  sat.is- 

6  fied  that  the  project  for  which  Federal  assistance  is  granted 

7  will  be  properly  and  efficiently  administer  eel,  operated,  and 

8  maintained.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  revise  and 
extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
and  to  amend  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965.” 

Passed  the  Senate  April  27,  1967. 

Attest:  FRANCIS  R.  VALEO, 


Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  social  security  bill.  House  Rule\  Committee  cleared  Appa¬ 
lachia  and  foreign-aid  bilLs.  House  committee  reported  San  Rafael  Wilderness  bill. 
Senate  passed  foreign  aid/bill.  Sen.  Javits  and  several  Reps ,\j.ntroduced  and  Sen, 
Javits  discussed  rural  water  quality  control  aid  bills. 

HOUSE 


1.  SOCIAL  SECURITY.  Passed,  415-3,  with  amendments  H.  R.  12080,  whicTi  amends  the 

Social  Security  Act  in  several  ways,  including  a  12%7«  increase  in  benefits 
(pp.  H10663-743) .  Rep.  Boggs  discussed  difficulties  in  the  social  security  law 
as  it  redates  to  Federal  employees  (pp.  H10691-2) . 

2.  VETERANS  BENEFITS.  Agreed,  404-0,  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  16,  to  lherease 
veterans 1  pensions  and  provide  additional  readjustment  assistance  for  service 
after  Jan.  31,  1955.  pp.  H10744-8 


2 


NE  TAX.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  1282,  to  provide  fo'r/with 
rawal  of  wine  frcra  bonded  wine  cellars  without  payment  of  tax,  when  rendered 
it  for  beverage  use.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  /p. 

.49-50 


H10 


4.  FOREIGN\AID.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  12^)48,  the  foreign  aid  bill,  p.  H10811 


5.  APPALACHIA.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  S. 
602,  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965. 


6.  WILDERNESS.  The  interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
H.  R.  5161,  to  designate  the  San  Rafael  Wilderness,  Los /Padres  National  Forest, 
Calif.  (H.  Rept.  5\8)  .  p.  H10811 


7.  PUBLIC  LANDS.  The  Intefior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  12121,  to  extend  the  Public  Land  Law  Rey/iew  Commission  (H.  Rept. 
561).  p.  H10811 


8.  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION.  t4?e  Education  and  L4bor  Committee  reported  with 

amendment  H.  R.  12257,  to  ame^d  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act  to  extend  and 
expand  the  authorization  of  grafts  to  States  for  rehabilitation  services  and  to 
provide  assistance  for  migrants  (H.  Rept./563).  p.  H10811 


9.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  InsuTqr  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  8775  ,\rimended,  to  increase  the  appropriation 
authorization  for  the  Missouri  Rive/basin.  p.  D739 

Rep.  Pettis  criticized  S.  1004, /to  authorize  the  central  Arizona  project, 
pp.  H10756-7 


10.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Reps.  Vanik,  Shipley,  and  GrayXspoke  in  favor  of  continuing  the 
food  stamp  plan.  pp.  H10751/  H10797-8,  H10804-5 


11.  FARM  BUREAU.  Rep.  Resnick  ^criticized  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation  and  defended 
his  inquiry  into  its  affairs,  pp.  H10781-6 

Rep.  Langen  inserted/an  article  questioning  Rep\  Resnick' s  inquiry  relating 
to  the  Farm  Bureau.  p4  H10763 


12.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep/Nelsen  asked  an  investigation  of  tr^de  with  Communist 
countries,  pp.  H10760-1 


13.  GRAIN  RESERVE.  /Rep.  Zwach  inserted  a  letter  from  W.  M.  That\her  recommending 
that  any  grain  reserve  bill  provide  for  storage  in  farm  or  cooperative  eleva¬ 
tors  and  th^c  none  of  the  grain  be  sold  at  less  than  115%  of  t^e  loan  price, 
pp.  H 10 760; 


14.  TRAINING/  Rep.  Curtis  inserted  an  article  recommending  changes  in  li|ie  Govern¬ 
ment  manpower  training  program,  pp.  H10761-3 


15.  FARM/PROGRAM.  Rep.  Kleppe  inserted  a  farmer's  cost-income  statement  indicating 
"”ny  farmers  go  broke."  p.  H10772 


16.  /LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  next  week's  program:  Mon.,  Consent 
Calendar,  vocational  rehabilitation,  transfer  of  peanut  allotments,  Public  Land 


CONSIDERATION  OF  S.  602 


August  17,  1967. —  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Anderson  of  Tennessee,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  910] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  910,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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90th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  1 02 

H.  RES.  910 

[Report  No.  565] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  17, 1967 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Tennessee,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the 
following  resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  hill  (S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend 

5  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to 

6  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop- 

7  ment  Act  of  1965,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are 

8  hereby  waived.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 

9  to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  three  hours,  to  be 

10  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 

11  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill 
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shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  It 
shall  be  in  order  to  consider  without  the  intervention  of  any 
point  of  order  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  now 
printed  in  the  bill,  and  such  substitute  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment  shall  he  considered  under  the  five-minute  rule  as 
an  original  bill.  At  the  conclusion  of  such  consideration  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  any  Mem¬ 
ber  may  demand  a  separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any 
amendment  adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the 
bill  or  committee  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 
The  previous  question  shall  he  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit  with  or  with¬ 
out  instructions. 
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executive 
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SENATE 

„  /  ,  „  ,  /with  amendments,.  .  \ 

Passed,  79-4,  S.  1035, /to  protect  the  civilian  employees  \>f  the 

ranch  of  the  Government  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  constitutional 
to  prevent  unwarranted  governmental  invasions  of  their  privai 


pp.  S12912-59 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS .  Agreed,  74-3,  to  conference  report  on  H.  R.  10738,  the  defen? 
appropriation  bill.  This  action  cleared  the  bill  for  the  President,  pp. 
S>2959-71 
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Forest,ry . . . . .  5/ 

Groundrish  imports, 

Holidays^.. . ./26 
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Public  works . 29 

Small  business.. . 7,17 
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Taxation. . 8 

Textile  imports . 23 

Transportation . 32 

Travel . 27 

Urban  affairs . 18 

User  charges . 13,33 

World  food . .  19 


Plant  materials  center.\31 


HIGHLIGHT:  House  debated  Appalachia  bill. 


\  / 

3.  FARM  PRICES.  Sen.  Long,  Mo.,  inserted  an  article  favoring  the  ’’need  for  higher 

domestic  farm  prices."  pp.  S12896-7 

\  __ 

4.  COTTON.  Sen,  Tower  inserted  several  articles  on  the  "current  cotton  situation 

%  and  the  1968  cotton  program."  pp.  S12908-10 

\ 

5.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Ellender  inserted  a  speech  by  SCS  Administrator  Williams  delivered 

at  the  dedication  of  a  tree  farm  in  La.  pp.  S12894-6 

6.  POVERTY.  Sen.  Kennedy,  N.  Y. ,  urged  the  passage  of  the  poverty  bill  and  inserted 

an  article  in  support,  of  this  measure,  p.  S12902 

7.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  1862,  to  am^d  the  authorizing 

legislation  of  the  Small  Business  Administration  « 

House  conferees  have  not  been  appointed,  pp.  S 12950-1 

8.  ECONOMY;  TAXATION.  Sen.  Proxmfre  disagreed  with  the  proposed  tax  increase  and 

inserted  several  articles  to  support  his  position,  ypp.  S12891-3 

Sen.  Baker  inserted  an  article  relating  to  the  use  of  tax  dollars,  "Offbeat 
Diary:  Tracking  a  Tax  Dollar  is  Tough."  p.  S129/l 

9.  FLOOD  INSURANCE.  S.  1985,  to  provide \for  a  national  program  of  flood  insurance, 

was  made  the  unfinished  business.  pp\  Sl297^-9 

HOUSE' 


10.  APPALACHIA.  Began  debate  on  S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend  until  June  30,  1969 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act.  pp.  H11765-97 


11.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  conferees  agreed/to  file  a  report  on  H.  R.  9547,  authorizing 
the  U.  S.  to  increase  by  $900  million  the  resources  of  the  Fund  for  Special 

■Development  Bank.  p.  D807 

.  1872,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill, 
nted.  p.  H11763 

ized  the  Administration's  farm  program  and  de- 
pp.  H11813- 14 

ed  "the  variety  of  fees...^at  have  been  im- 
"  pp.  H11805-6 

zed  0E0  operations,  and  Rep.  Wi\liam  D.  Ford 
58-9 

poke  in  favor  of  restriction  of  exports  to  coun- 
.  pp.  H11809- 10  \ 

ttee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  \78,  to 
ct  to  establish  procedures  to  relieve  domestic 
y  increased  imports  from  low-wage  areas  (H.  Rept. 

a,  inserted  an  article  describing  considerati) 

.  H11831-3 
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iture  of  the  American  city.  We  in  Con¬ 
gress  must  match  this  faith  by  a  vote  of 
confidence  for  rent  supplements. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  warmly  congratulate 
the  insurance  companies  of  the  United 
States  who  nave  taken  a  major  step  to¬ 
ward  helping  to  solve  a  major  problem 
in  American  socib^y — the  need  to  rebuild 
urban  communitiessand  plant  new  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  those  whmhave  lived  too  long 
without  hope  and  withbvfi  help. 

Private  enterprise  mshe  America 
strong  and  great.  Today,  wbjrave  good 
reason  to  believe  that  America'tybusiness 
will  help  to  lead  us  forward  to  a riqw  and 
better  future. 


APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL.  DEVEL¬ 
OPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1967,  AND  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE 
PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  direction  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  I  call  up  House  Resolution  910 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

H.  Res.  910 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S. 
602)  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to 
amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965,  and  all 
points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby 
waived.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  three  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  It  shall  be 
in  order  to  consider  without  the  interven¬ 
tion  of  any  point  of  order  the  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  recommended 
by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  now 
printed  in  the  bill,  and  such  substitute  for 
the  purpose  of  amendment  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  under  the  five-minute  rule  as  an  orig¬ 
inal  bill.  At  the  conclusion  of  such  consid¬ 
eration  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report 
the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  any  Member 
may  demand  a  separate  vote  in  the  House 
on  any  amendment  adopted  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 
The  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit  with 
or  without  instructions. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  30  minutes  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  Tennessee 
l Mr.  Quillen]  and,  pending  that  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  recommendation 
for  an  open  rule  calling  for  3  hours  of 
debate  and  waiver  of  points  of  order  on 
S.  602,  a  bill  to  revise  and  extend  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965.  Title  I 
amends  the  Appalachian  Act.  Title  II 
amends  the  EDA  legislation  with  respect 
to  other  regional  development  programs. 


The  Rules  Committee  was  impressed 
with  the  legislation  fashioned  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  at  this 
point  to  the  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittee  on 
Appalachia  which  did  the  spadework  on 
the  bill  and  its  very  able  chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones]. 
He  has  once  again  demonstrated  the 
quality  of  his  leadership  in  bringing  an 
excellent  piece  of  legislation  to  the  floor. 

There  is  a  great  concern  these  days 
about  the  troubles  of  our  cities,  about 
the  increasing  depth  and  complexity  of 
the  whole  urban  problem.  Part  of  this 
problem,  of  course,  is  the  seemingly  end¬ 
less  influx  of  people  from  rural  areas  and 
small  towns  into  metropolitan  areas. 
This  bill  is  aimed  at  providing  opportu¬ 
nities — jobs — in  Appalachia  and  with 
moving  forward  with  plans  for  other  re¬ 
gions.  It  is  a  choice  between  this  and 
poverty.  Perhaps  more  to  the  point  it  is 
a  choice  between  this  and  the  high  cost 
of  migration  from  the  region  of  un¬ 
equipped,  impoverished  people. 

Title  I  of  this  bill  is  the  second  incre¬ 
ment  in  a  6 -year  attack  on  the  economic 
decline  that  has  plagued  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  region. 

This  program  began,  in  one  respect,  as 
an  experiment  in  government.  It  broke 
new  ground  in  Federal-State  relations 
that  so  far  has  given  great  promise. 

In  its  other  aspects,  the  program  is 
unique  because  it  consists  of  a  regional 
approach  to  a  regional  problem.  The 
very  name  “Appalachia”  has  come  to 
imply  underprivilege  and  want. 

The  program  consists  of  highways, 
health  facilities,  land  conservation,  tim¬ 
ber  harvesting,  restoration  of  land  dam¬ 
aged  by  mining,  an  inventory  of  water 
resources,  housing,  vocational  education, 
sewage  treatment  and  antipollution  and 
supplemental  assistance  in  an  array  of 
other  Federal  programs.  These  are  all 
designed  for  the  peculiar  terrain  and 
economic  characteristics  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region. 

The  bill  authorizes  $221.3  million  for 
all  nonhighway  programs  for  the  next 
2  years  and  an  additional  $175  million 
for  highways  for  the  next  4  years. 

This  program  has  already  made  in¬ 
roads  into  the  Appalachian  problem. 
Highways,  vocational  schools,  mine 
restoration,  and  public  facilities  have  in¬ 
troduced  hope  into  the  region.  This  is  a 
noteworthy  beginning.  It  should  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  continue. 

Title  of  this  bill  gives  some  more  mus¬ 
cle  to  the  five  regional  commissions 
established  under  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 
These  commissions,  patterned  after  the 
Appalachian  Commission,  encompass  all 
or  parts  of  New  England,  the  Upper 
Great  Lakes,  the  Ozarks,  the  Southeast 
Coastal  Plains,  and  the  four  comers  of 
the  Far  West. 

The  bill  amends  the  law  to  direct  $2.5 
million  per  year  to  each  of  the  commis¬ 
sions  for  research,  planning,  demonstra¬ 
tion  projects,  and  administrative  ex¬ 
penses.  The  money  was  authorized  in  the 
1965  act,  but  the  commissions  have  been 
slow  to  get  underway.  The  amendment 
directs  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
under  whose  jurisdiction  the  commis¬ 


sions  fall,  makes  the  funds  available  to 
them.  , 

In  addition,  the  bill  authorizes  $5  mil¬ 
lion  this  fiscal  year  and  $10  million  next 
fiscal  year  for  each  commission  to  use  in 
supplemental  assistance.  The  prototype 
for  this  program — helping  localities  take 
advantage  of  available  Federal  grants- 
in-aid — has  been  very  successful  in  Ap¬ 
palachia  and  it  should  be  helpful  else¬ 
where. 

I  urge  adoption  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  explain  why  the  rule  provides 
for  a  waiver  of  points  of  order  on  this 
bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  The 
reason  for  the  waiver  is  that  section  112 
(b),  starting  on  page  43  of  the  bill  and 
continuing  on  pages  44  and  45,  involves 
a  revolving  fund  of  $5  million,  which 
could  be  considered  to  be  in  the  nature  of 
an  appropriation.  This  revolving  fund, 
called  the  Appalachian  housing  fund, 
has  as  its  principal  purpose  the  enabling 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  pay  up  to 
80  percent  of  the  cost  of  planning  and 
the  cost  of  obtaining  insured  mortgages 
for  housing  projects. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  the  sole  reason 
for  the  waiver  of  points  of  order? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  It  is 
my  under  standing  that  is  the  sole  reason, 
I  will  say  to  the  distinguished  gentleman, 
and  I  am  sure  also  the  gentleman  has 
noted  the  rule  does  provide  and  make  in 
order  consideration  of  the  substitute  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Quillen], 

(Mr.  QUILLEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]  has  stated,  House  Resolution  910 
provides  for  an  open  rule  with  3  hours 
of  general  debate,  waiving  oints  of 
order,  for  the  consideration  -  S.  602,  the 
bill  to  revise  and  extend  tb  .ppalachian 
Regional  Development  Aci  of  1965  and 
to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  rule  provides  for  a  waiver  of 
points  of  order  because  on  pages  44  to 
45  of  the  bill  a  revolving  fund  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  which  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
appropriation  of  funds. 

Title  I  of  S.  602  contains  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  and  authorizes  increased 
expenditures  for  the  program.  Author¬ 
ized  to  be  expended  is  $936.7  million,  of 
which  $396.7  million  represents  new 
money.  The  remainder  is  a  reauthori¬ 
zation  of  funds  for  the  highway  program 
now  underway  in  the  area. 

Several  new  projects  are  added  to  the 
act,  including  a  housing  program  similar 
to  the  low-  and  moderate-income  pro¬ 
gram  of  section  221  of  the  Housing  Act, 
and  a  new  acid  mine  pollution  control 
program. 
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I  am  happy  that  this  bill  contains  an 
additional  $35  million  for  access  high¬ 
way  construction.  This  will  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  various  States  to  build  more 
access  roads,  which  will  serve  a  useful 
and  needed  purpose. 

New  counties  are  added  to  the  region 
included  in  the  Appalachian  area,  24  in 
number,  stretching  from  New  York  on 
the  North  to  Mississippi  in  the  South. 

The  act  is  amended  to  provide  that  all 
moneys  appropriated  will  not  become 
entangled  in  the  cobwebs  of  the  various 
executive  departments. 

Title  II  of  the  bill  contains  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act.  These  amendments 
require  that  $2.5  million  be  allocated  for 
technical  assistance  and  research  for 
each  regional  development  commission 
now  in  the  creation  stage.  Second,  sup¬ 
plemental  grants  are  authorized  in  each 
regional  development  area  similar  to 
those  available  in  Appalachia.  For  1968, 
$5  million  is  authorized  for  each  area; 
for  1969,  $10  million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  long  been  a  cham¬ 
pion  of  the  Appalachian  regional  pro¬ 
gram,  and  I  know  from  personal  exper¬ 
ience  how  helpful  the  program  has  been 
to  the  people  of  my  district.  I  strongly 
support  it,  and  I  want  to  see  it  continue 
as  effectively  as  it  has  been  in  the  past. 

The  Appalachian  program  is  a  good 
program,  and  this  is  a  good  bill.  A  fine 
beginning  has  been  made  in  2  years  and 
the  promise  which  this  program  holds 
for  the  future  is  real.  In  a  relatively 
brief  time,  enormous  progress  has  been 
made  to  construct  a  development  high¬ 
way  system  in  the  region,  to  develop 
health  and  education  facilities,  to  deal 
with  erosion,  water  resources,  and  other 
improvements,  to  unlock  the  enormous 
potential  of  this  time-honored  area  of 
our  country.  This  progress  is  substantial, 
but  it  is  not  enough.  Much  remains  to  be 
done,  and  this  program  certainly  has 
proved  itself  as  the  way  to  do  it. 

What  has  been  accomplished  is  funda¬ 
mentally  a  tribute  to  the  close  coopera¬ 
tion  of  all  levels  of  Government  and  peo¬ 
ple  of  different  political  persuasions  in 
taking  the  limited  assistance  authorized 
by  the  Appalachian  Act  and  making  it 
work  for  the  welfare  of  the  Appalachian 
people.  The  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  itself  is  the  prime  example  of  this 
cooperation  between  States  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  making  the  decisions 
which  are  fundamental  to  the  program. 
It  is  not  a  matter  of  a  Federal  bureaucrat 
or  some  department  or  bureau  handing 
out  orders.  Within  the  Appalachian  Com¬ 
mission  there  is  an  opportunity  for  the 
States  to  sit  down,  discuss  their  problems, 
discuss  their  needs,  discuss  their  priori¬ 
ties,  and  to  participate  in  the  decisions  on 
the  expenditure  of  funds  and  the  policies 
for  their  expenditure.  This  is  healthy; 
this  is  wholesome.  More  importantly,  it 
works.  And,  putting  responsibility  on  the 
States  for  the  development  of  plans,  pro¬ 
grams,  and  projects — making  them  prove 
their  cases — gives  local  people  someone 
they  can  get  hold  of — the  Governor. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Commission,  which  has 
authority  over  the  funds  authorized  by 
the  Appalachian  Act,  and  makes  the  key 


decisions  on  their  expenditure,  is  a  good 
institution  partially  because  it  is  prac¬ 
tically  a  nonpartisan  institution.  Four 
members  of  the  Commission  are  Republi¬ 
cans — the  Governors  of  Ohio,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  New  York,  and  Maryland.  Their 
votes  within  the  Commission  are  as  po¬ 
tent  as  those  of  their  Democrat  col¬ 
leagues.  Their  judgements  on  the  expen¬ 
diture  of  funds  in  their  States  hold  as 
much  sway  as  those  of  Democrat  Gov¬ 
ernors. 

There  has  been  little  hint  of  partisan¬ 
ship  in  the  conduct  of  the  Commission’s 
affairs.  The  fact  that  the  Republican 
Governors,  whose  States  are  participat¬ 
ing  in  the  program,  have  strongly  urged 
its  continuation  is  further  testimony  on 
this  point. 

I  concur  in  the  statement  of  my  col¬ 
league  from  Tennessee  that  the  benefits 
of  this  program  go  not  just  to  the  im¬ 
mediately  affected  region  but  beyond  that 
to  the  country  as  a  whole.  If  we  are  to 
begin  to  deal  with  the  problems  of  the 
cities  of  which  we  are  reminded  daily  by 
the  press,  by  Members  of  Congress,  and 
by  events,  we  must  find  opportunities — 
jobs — outside  the  great  metropolitan 
areas  of  the  country. 

Enormous  migrations  have  taken  place 
from  the  mountains  of  the  Appalachian 
chain  to  the  great  metropolitan  areas  of 
the  North  and  Northeast.  This  process 
has  proceeded  virtually  unabated  for  30 
years  and  more.  If  it  is  not  abated,  solu¬ 
tions  to  our  urban  problems  will  become 
increasingly  expensive  and  increasingly 
complex.  Further,  if  Appalachia  con¬ 
tinues  to  impose  a  drain  on  the  Nation’s 
resources  for  welfare,  for  support  and 
subsistence,  the  ultimate  cost  of  the 
American  taxpayer  will  be  far  greater 
than  the  immediate  cost  of  a  remedial 
effort  such  as  authorized  by  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Development  Act. 

The  program  which  it  authorizes  is 
hardnosed.  Its  focus  is  not  on  welfare  or 
relief  but  on  opportunity.  It  attacks  the 
fundamental  obstacles  to  economic 
growth  in  this  region,  the  need  for  ac¬ 
cess,  the  need  for  better  education,  for 
health  facilities,  for  erosion  control,  for 
exploitation  of  its  water  resources,  and 
for  dealing  with  the  peculiar  legacy  of 
coal  mining.  Beyond  these  forms  of  as¬ 
sistance,  the  focus  is  on  organizing  all 
levels  of  government  to  do  a  better  job 
with  other  Federal,  State,  and  local  pro¬ 
grams  and  funds.  The  ultimate  objective 
is  to  attract  private  capital,  productive 
enterprise,  and  jobs  which  in  the  final 
analysis  is  the  solution  to  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  problem. 

A  truly  impressive  start  has  been  made 
to  use  the  special  assistance  program  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  legislation.  This  begin¬ 
ning  is  the  Prolog  to  a  new  era  for  this 
region.  It  deserves  further  support  of  the 
Congress. 

To  capitalize  on  this  start,  I  feel  it 
would  be  wise  and  effective  for  us  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  change  in  the  appropriations 
procedure  called  for  in  this  bill. 

This  House  very  seldom  gets  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  do  anything  more  than  talk 
at  great  length  about  States’  rights. 
State  sovereignty  and  the  slow  erosion 
of  the  federal  system.  This  is  one  of 
those  rare  occasions  when  we  can  do 
more  than  just  talk  about  it. 
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The  Appalachian  program  is  State- 
oriented.  It  was  conceived  and  born  in 
and  of  the  States.  They  are  its  essential 
components.  Their  rights  and  their  pre¬ 
rogatives  are  given  full  sway. 

If  we  authorize  the  appropriation  of 
funds  to  the  Commission  as  proposed,  I 
think  we  are  doing  a  lot  more  than  just 
paying  lipservice  to  States  rights.  We 
are  dignifying  the  whole  concept  of  the 
Commission  and  thereby  the  whole  idea 
of  State  responsibility.  We  are  saying  to 
the  States  that  we  believe  you  are  fully 
capable  of  spending  these  funds  pru¬ 
dently  and  carefully. 

This  approach  is  not  a  blank  check. 
The  guidelines  and  rules  and  regulations 
of  each  agency  concerned  must  be  fully 
adhered  to.  The  expenditure  of  this 
money  will  be  subjected  to  all  the  checks 
and  balances  all  Federal  funds  are. 

So  I,  see  little  danger  here  in  ending 
the  confusion  and  diffusion  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  procedure.  In  fact,  I  see  more  than 
one  plus.  I  see  a  better  framework  for 
the  Congress  to  keep  this  program  under 
scrutiny. 

At  the  same  time,  we  would  be  recog¬ 
nizing  the  effectiveness  of  essential  man¬ 
agement  of  the  money  for  this  program. 
Scatter-gun  appropriations  obviously 
lack  the  force  of  the  single  direct  stroke 
in  applying  the  money  where  it  does  the 
most  good.  We  have  already  recognized 
the  effectiveness  of  an  association  of 
States  into  a  single  commission  for  the 
purposes  of  this  program.  Why  should  we 
not  extend  the  same  recognition  to  the 
coordination  of  funding? 

I  would  urge  sanction  of  this  method  of 
financing  if  only  as  an  experiment.  After 
all,  the  Appalachian  program  itself  is  an 
experiment  and  if  we  can  do  anything 
to  help  guarantee  its  success,  I  believe  it 
is  incumbent  on  us  to  do  so. 

I  take  this  opportunity  to  call  to  the 
attention  of  all  Members  and  urge  that 
they  read  the  minority  views  contained 
in  the  report  on  S.  602,  starting  on  page 
72  and  ending  on  page  85.  There  are  also 
supplemental  and  additional  views, 
which  might  be  of  interest  and  which 
follow  the  minority  views  in  the  same  re¬ 
port,  and  I,  likewise,  call  these  to  your 
attention. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  the  rule  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  requests 
for  time,  but  I  reserve  the  balance  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  no  further  requests  for 
time,  and  I  move  the  previous  question 
on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  S.  602  to  revise  and 
extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  designates 
as  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Price],  and  the  Chair  requests  that  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Boland]  temporarily  assume  the  chair. 

IN  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  S.  602,  with  Mr. 
Boland  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon]  will  be  recognized  for  1 V2 
hours  and  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
l  Mr.  Cramer]  will  be  recognized  for  IV2 
hours.  The  Chair  recognizes  now  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones], 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon], 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  signed  into 
law  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  he  called  it  the  “truest 
example  of  creative  federalism  in  our 
time.”  The  bill  had  run  the  gauntlet  of 
hearings  in  the  House  and  the  Senate  in 
both  the  88th  and  89th  Congresses.  Be¬ 
hind  the  bill  lay  a  solid  year  of  work  by 
a  Presidential  Commission  broadly  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  States,  various  Federal 
agencies,  and  other  interests  concerned 
with  the  well  being  of  the  Appalachian 
region.  In  spite  of  that  long  history, 
however,  we  could  not  know  how  pro¬ 
phetic  the  President  was.  This  program 
has  truly  harnessed  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governments  to  use  the  funds  and 
the  time  allotted  to  them  in  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  Appalachian 
region. 

The  bill  before  the  House  today  would 
extend  the  Appalachian  program  for  an 
additional  2  years,  make  minor  amend¬ 
ments  in  it,  and,  based  on  its  experience, 
authorize  limited  funds  for  other  re¬ 
gional  development  programs. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  is 
proud  to  report  this  legislation  to  the 
House.  This  is  a  good  bill.  The  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  House  are  indebted  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  l  Mr. 
Jones]  for  his  outstanding  work  as 
chairman  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittee 
on  Appalachia.  That  this  program  has 
been  successful  is  due  in  no  small  meas¬ 
ure  to  the  time  and  efforts  expended  on 
it  by  that  subcommittee  and  the  full 
Committee  on  Public  Works  in  1965. 

There  is  no  need  for  me  to  recount 
..the  reasons  the  Appalachian  program 
was  enacted.  The  plight  of  this  region 
and  its  people  have  been  recounted  and 
analyzed  many  times  over  the  national 
press  and  in  testimony  before  commit¬ 
tees  of  the  Congress.  Because  of  recent 
developments  in  the  country,  however, 
I  think  it  should  be  noted  by  Members 
of  this  body  that  the  national  interest  is 
involved  in  this  bill  and  in  this  program. 
It  is  currently  appropriate  to  recount 
and  to  dwell  on  the  problems  of  the  cities 
and  to  suggest  elaborate  and  extremely 


expensive  cures  for  those  ailments.  What 
we  have  in  the  Appalachian  program  is 
some  preventive  medicine,  for  without 
an  intensive  and  creative  development 
effort  for  this  region,  out  migration  will 
continue.  And  that  means  out  migration 
to  the  great  metropolitan  areas  of  this 
country  where  the  costs  of  economic 
dislocation  grow  higher  and  higher  with 
each  passing  year. 

The  cost  of  this  medicine  is  small.  In 
my  judgment,  this  is  one  of  the  best  in¬ 
vestments  in  the  future  of  the  country 
authorized  by  the  legislation  before  this 
body  today. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
has  today  brought  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  for  its  consideration  the  bill  S. 
602,  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Act  of  1965  and  to  amend  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965  with  respect  to  regional  develop¬ 
ment  programs,  fostered  under  title  V  of 
that  program. 

At  the  outset,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  steadfastness  of  the 
members  of  the  special  subcommittee, 
along  with  the  members  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  for  giving  complete  and  very  de¬ 
liberate  study  to  all  of  the  problems  in- 
vn’ved  in  this  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  opinion  that  it 
is  significant  that  during  the  course  of 
several  months  we  have  received  a  wide 
group  of  people  and  have  heard  from 
them,  representing  every  interest  and 
from  every  local  government,  and  not  a 
single  witness  appeared  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  protest  the  aims  and  the  aspi¬ 
rations  contained  in  the  legislation. 

Gov.  Hulett  Smith,  the  cochairman 
with  the  States’  other  chairmen,  ap¬ 
peared  to  represent  the  States.  The  Gov¬ 
ernors  and  their  representatives  testified 
at  great  length  as  to  the  value  and  the 
importance  of  this  legislation  in  develop¬ 
ing  a  meaningful  program  that  would 
give  relief  and  assistance  to  depressed 
areas  of  our  country.  This  bill  is  the  sec¬ 
ond  installment  of  the  program. 

Back  in  1965  we  passed  the  previous 
development  highway  section  of  the  bill 
which  would  last  until  1971.  The  other 
programs,  of  which  there  are  a  variety, 
we  felt  it  would  be  necessary  for  us  to 
make  seasonable  examinations  as  to  how 
they  were  being  received,  how  they  were 
being  administered,  and  the  results  they 
were  obtaining  in  their  administration. 
So  it  is  for  that  reason  that  we  are  ex¬ 
tending  the  other  programs  in  making 
additions  to  the  development  highway 
section,  brought  about  by  the  addition  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  which  I  will  go 
into  a  little  bit  later. 

I  believe  it  is  also  worthwhile  that  we 
discuss  the  historical  background  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  this  program.  In  1960  the 
Governors  of  the  affected  States  met  in 
a  conference  to  examine  what  could  be 
done  in  a  concerted  fashion  to  have  pro¬ 
grams  that  would  be  helpful  to  these 
underprivileged  areas  that  were  not 
showing  economic  growth,  that  were 


faced  with  health  problems,  and  where 
educational  qualities  were  deteriorating. 
They  came  out  with  the  response  that 
they  needed  a  coordinated  program 
along  with  the  Federal  Government. 

President  Kennedy  appointed  a  com¬ 
mission  that  worked  with  the  Gover¬ 
nors.  As  the  result  of  those  consulta¬ 
tions  a  proposal  was  made  which  was 
submitted  by  President  Johnson  and 
was  later  drafted  in  the  bill  that  we  have 
had  under  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Appalachian  area 
of  our  country  is  central  to  the  history 
of  our  Nation.  Its  hardwoods  built  most 
of  the  great  cities  of  our  Nation.  Its  coal 
fired  the  furnaces  and  provided  the 
power  to  build  our  economy.  Its  water¬ 
ways  were  the  avenues  of  commerce 
which  marked  the  early  history  of  this 
Nation.  But  too  much  of  the  coal  was 
mined  without  adequate  care,  too  much 
of  the  timber  was  cut  without  proper 
conservation,  and  too  many  rivers  were 
polluted  with  industrial  waste,  mine 
acids,  and  other  foreign  matter. 

The  small  subsistence  farms  which 
were  the  early  base  of  American  econ¬ 
omy  and  society  were  going,  and  going 
very  rapidly,  even  more  rapidly  in  Ap¬ 
palachia  than  elsewhere  in  the  country 
because  the  limited  terrain  and  the  to¬ 
pography  did  not  lend  itself  to  an  ex¬ 
pansion  of  large  land  areas.  These 
factors  created  all  the  problems  we  are 
dealing  with  now.  A  new  economy  had 
to  be  built.  We  had  to  have  new  enter¬ 
prises,  new  jobs. 

So  it  was  that  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  took  into  ac¬ 
count  some  of  the  major  aspects  of  the 
problem.  This  is  centered  on  transpor¬ 
tation  in  providing  funds  for  a  system 
of  major  highways  throughout  the  re¬ 
gion  complementary  to  the  interstate 
routes,  and  to  provide  new  access  for 
commerce,  and  to  gain  access  into  the 
region. 

You  will  recall  that  the  major  portion 
of  this  program  of  $840  million  was  set 
aside  for  highway  and  access  road  de¬ 
velopment,  because  it  was  felt  that  trans¬ 
portation  was  the  most  wanted  need  in 
the  entire  area. 

We  had  to  make  better  use  of  our 
regions  of  water  resources  through  the 
development  of  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  the  region. 

We  had  to  have  better  use  of  the  land 
in  the  region  by  land  damaging  and  min¬ 
ing  and  through  treatments  of  other 
land  which  are  Federal  cost  sharing. 

We  had  to  have  better  health  facilities. 

We  had  to  have  better  educational 
institutions,  and  particularly  vocational 
education. 

We  had  to  have  sewer  treatment 
plants,  and  through  a  program  of  sup¬ 
plemental  grants  in  aid,  to  make  better 
use  of  Federal  programs  which  had  not 
been  fully  effective  in  these  areas. 

We  had  to  have  better  organization 
through  the  creation  of  a  joint  Federal- 
State  commission  to  administer  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  place  primary  responsibility 
for  a  concerted  development  effort  upon 
the  State  governing  bodies. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  created  a  commission  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Governors  of  the  Appa- 
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lachian  States  and  the  representatives 
of  the  Federal  Government  who  serve  as 
cochairmen  with  one  of  the  Governors. 

This  has  been  a  very  fine  arrangement. 
It  has  worked  well.  I  am  told  there  has 
not  been  a  dissenting  vote  in  any  of  the 
meetings  of  the  commission  on  the  aims 
and  programs  that  have  been  discussed 
in  the  Governors’  conference  or  with  the 
conference  of  the  Governors’  representa¬ 
tives. 

Now,  because  of  the  leadtime  needed 
for  planning  and  right-of-way  acquisi¬ 
tion,  the  highway  program,  as  I  have 
just  stated  was  for  a  6-year  period  is 
just  getting  started.  It  is  expected  to 
utilize  some  2,350  miles  of  development 
highways  and  approximately  1,000  miles 
of  access  roads. 

Other  programs  such  as  health,  land 
stabilization,  timber,  mining,  water  re¬ 
sources  were  included  in  the  2-year  pro¬ 
gram. 

All  of  this  is  designed  to  achieve  one 
objective:  the  economic  betterment  of 
a  perpetually  underprivileged  part  of 
America. 

It  was  recognized  that  this  could  not 
be  accomplished,  that  the  region  could 
not  become  self-sustaining,  simply 
through  a  random  application  of  Federal 
grants-in-aid  programs  of  funds. 

The  Congress  even  laid  this  down  as 
a  mandate  by  declaring  in  the  findings 
and  the  statement  of  the  purpose  of  the 
act  of  1965: 

The  public  investments  made  in  the  region 
under  this  act  shall  be  concentrated  in  areas 
where  there  is  a  significant  potential  for  fu¬ 
ture  growth  and  where  the  expected  return  on 
public  dollars  invested  will  be  the  greatest. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Alabama  has  consumed  10  minutes. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  means  to  an  end  rather  than 
an  end  itself.  The  ultimate  solution  lies 
in  the  investment  of  private  capital  in 
the  region  and,  perhaps  more  impor¬ 
tantly,  the  retention  of  its  own  capital 
wealth  through  reinvestment. 

This  has  been  a  unique  program,  MiC 
Chairman,  because  the  States  have  pro¬ 
vided  the  initiative  in  deciding  their  own 
needs  and  priorities  within  the  frame¬ 
work  of  the  Appalachian  Commission  and 
then  worked  with  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  meet  their  goal.  It  was  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  who  approached  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  assistance,  and  the  States 
have  an  equal  voice  in  making  the  de¬ 
cision  in  carrying  out  the  program. 

It  is  also  unique  that  the  States  have 
not  uniformly  adopted  the  same  pro¬ 
gram,  because  the  necessities  of  one 
State  may  not  fit  the  requirements  or 
the  immediate  needs  of  other  States. 
Consequently,  there  has  been  a  diverse 
use  of  employment  of  the  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  that  went  into  play  in  develop¬ 
ing  this  total  program. 

The  Appalachian  Act  of  1965  author¬ 
ized  $840  million  for  development  high¬ 
ways  and  access  roads  and  $252.4  mil¬ 
lion  for  all  other  programs.  The  com¬ 
mittee  bill,  in  effect,  reauthorizes  the 
amount  and  adds  an  additional  $175  mil¬ 
lion  to  the  highway  program  to  provide 
$140  million  for  the  highway  corridors 


that  are  to  be  constructed  in  the  States 
of  Pennsylvania  and  New  York,  and  $35 
million  for  access  roads  over  and  above 
that  heretofore  authorized.  So  we  have 
an  additional  amount  in  the  bill  for 
highways  of  $175  million. 

There  was  not  any  insistence  that 
mileage  be  increased.  There  was  not  any 
insistence  that  the  Commission  would 
come  back  and  re-petition  for  an  en¬ 
largement  of  the  program.  But  so  far 
‘the  program  has  advanced  to  where 
'the  construction  is  underway.  Other 
‘highways  are  being  planned  programed. 

*  When  we  were  considering  the  act  of 
1965,  I  said: 

In  the  past,  most  Appalachians  have 
earned  their  income  from  three  major  ac¬ 
tivities — coal  mining,  lumbering,  and  farm¬ 
ing.  Each  of  these  occupations  has  declined 
over  the  past  quarter  of  a  century.  Each  has 
declined  nationally,  but  the  effects  in  Ap¬ 
palachia  have  been  particularly  severe.  That 
means  that  new  skills  must  be  provided  and 
for  that  reason  we  have  included  in  this  bill 
a  program  that  will  accelerate  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  vocational  education  facilities  in 
Appalachia. 

{  That  acceleration  has  taken  place. 
Seventy  vocational  schools  have  been 
initiated.  Fifteen  thousand  students  will 
attend  class  this  fall  in  vocational  edu¬ 
cation  schools  that  have  been  stimulated 
by  this  program.  Schools  now  under 
construction  will  accommodate  another 
18,000  students.  Funds  expended  for  this 
purpose  are  essential  to  insure  that  10 
or  20  years  from  now  this  body  will  not 
be  called  upon  to  consider  an  Appalachia 
problem.  Because  of  this  impressive  ac¬ 
tivity  which  has  been  undertaken  to  pro¬ 
vide  vocational  education — skills  and 
jobs — and  because  of  what  can  be  ac¬ 
complished  in  the  next  2  years,  the  com¬ 
mittee  increased  the  funds  authorized 
for  this  purpose  by  $8  million  over  the 
Senate  bill.  The  bill  authorizes  $26  mil¬ 
lion  for  50-percent  matching  grants  for 
vocational  education  through  fiscal  year 
1969. 

This  is  the  only  increase  that  was  made 
by  the  House  committee.  Virtually  all 
funds  authorized  and  appropriated  for 
the  land  stabilization,  mine  area  restora¬ 
tion  programs  have  been  committed  to 
capitalize  on  the  land  available  for  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  region,  and  we  are  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  continuation  of  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Water  resource  surveys  have  been  on 
schedule,  and  the  bill  carries  $2  million 
additional  for  that  purpose. 

The  philosophy  in  the  1965  act  was 
not  only  to  provide  extra  financial  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  Appalachian  region,  but 
also  to  make  better  use  of  existing  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  in  which  the 
Appalachian  area  had  not  participated 
to  a  full  extent  because  of  a  lack  of 
matching  funds  and  the  know-how  to 
make  these  programs  work. 

The  evidence  presented  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  established  quite  clearly  that  the 
Appalachian  program  is  meeting  these 
needs.  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  the  pro¬ 
grams  eligible  for  supplementary  grants 
have  almost  doubled  from  $65  million 
in  1965  to  $131  million  in  1967.  Rarely 
does  this  House  get  such  clear  evidence 
that  a  program  is  doing  what  it  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  do. 
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The  other  section  of  the  bill  is  the 
recognition  of  the  critical  needs  in  hous¬ 
ing.  It  amends  the  Appalachian  Redevel¬ 
opment  Act  to  produce  better  use  of 
section  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act 
relating  to  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing,  through  loans  to  underwrite  the 
costs  of  planning  projects,  obtaining  in¬ 
sured  mortgages,  and  related  activities 
in  Appalachia. 

Testimony  further  shows  that  of  all 
the  areas  in  Appalachia,  only  Pittsburgh, 
Pa.,  and  Birmingham,  Ala.,  have  utilized 
this  program. 

The  bfil  also  adds  20  additional  coun¬ 
ties  in  Mississippi,  which  is  a  contiguous 
area  which  has  the  economic  dislocations 
that  are  characteristic  of  the  area.  It 
also  adds  two  additional  counties  in  Ala¬ 
bama,  one  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  and 
one  additional  county  in  New  York.  The 
committee  felt  justified  in  including 
these  additional  counties  because  of  their 
relationship  to  the  Appalachia  area. 

Now,  with  respect  to  title  II  of  the 
bill.  That  title  amends  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  to  ear¬ 
mark  funds  for  research,  planning,  dem¬ 
onstration  projects,  and  administrative 
expenses  for  regional  development  com¬ 
missions  organized  under  that  act.  It 
also  authorizes  funds  for  supplementary 
grants  similar  to  those  that  were  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Appalachian  Act.  These 
provisions  were  added  by  the  Senate  be¬ 
cause  these  programs  had  been  proven 
in  Appalachia,  and  it  was  the  expectation 
in  enacting  the  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  that  those  five  commissions 
would  pursue  the  same  effort  that  the 
Governors  made  in  Appalachia,  and  col¬ 
lect  all  the  genius  of  their  people,  and 
their  knowledge  and  information,  and 
work  out  their  own  program. 

Five  regional  commissions  have  been 
organized  under  the  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act.  They  are  as  follows:  the 
Ozark,  which  includes  parts  of  Arkansas, 
Missouri,  and  Oklahoma;  the  Upper 
Great  Lakes,  including  parts  of  Mich¬ 
igan,  Minnesota,  and  Wisconsin;  New 
England,  including  Connecticut,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode 
Island,  and  Vermont;  the  Coastal  Plains, 
including  the  coastal  areas  of  Georgia, 
North  Carolina,  and  South  Carolina; 
and  the  Four  Corners  Region,  including 
parts  of  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  Colorado 
and  Utah.  There  is  demonstrated  need 
in  these  areas  and  demonstrated  capabil¬ 
ities  of  the  people  to  put  together  a  use¬ 
ful  program  that  will  inure  not  only  to 
the  benefit  and  profit  of  these  areas,  but 
will  have  a  wholesome  and  welcome 
effect  upon  the  economy  of  the  entire 
United  States. 

I  apologize  to  the  Committee  for  hav¬ 
ing  taken  so  long,  but  I  felt  there  was 
need  to  review  before  the  Committee 
the  basis  of  the  act  and  the  experience 
in  its  administration  and  experience  in 
programing. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 
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How  many  States  presently  are  in¬ 
volved  in  this  thing  known  as  Appa¬ 
lachia? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Twelve  States. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Twelve  States.  It  has  not 
reached  out  to  California  yet,  has  it? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  No. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  it  has  gotten  into 
Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  New  York? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Under  the  act 
of  1965,  the  State  of  New  York  had  the 
license  to  come  in.  It  did  not  at  that  time, 
because  their  program  schedule  was  not 
sufficiently  advanced  to  permit  them  to 
come  in. 

The  State  of  Mississippi,  on  the  other 
hand,  felt  it  would  rather  wait  to  see  the 
effect  of  the  program  in  other  States  be¬ 
fore  being  admitted. 

At  the  Governors’  conference  on  ad¬ 
missions,  in  the  deliberations,  there  was 
not  a  single  vote  by  any  State  to  deny 
them  the  admission  of  those  counties. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Rostenkowski)  .  The  time  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  2  additional  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Alabama  for  a  great  amount  of 
work  on  a  most  important  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation. 

Since  I  come  from  the  heart  of  the 
Appalachian  area,  I  am  concerned  about 
the  main  artery  highways.  If  I  under¬ 
stood  this  correctly,  up  until  July  1,  1966, 
the  Federal  Government  paid  not  only 
70  percent  for  advance  engineering,  de¬ 
sign,  and  acquisition  of  highway  rights- 
of-way,  but  also  70  percent  for  the  actual 
construction  of  four  lanes. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Not  for  four- 
lane  highways.  That  was  for  access  roads 
of  two  lanes.  The  amount  made  available 
for  four  lanes  has  been  50  percent. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Since  July  1,  1966,  it 
has  been  50  percent.  For  the  main  artery 
highways  today  it  is  the  policy  to  pay 
70  percent  for  the  acquisition  of  rights- 
of-way  and  advance  engineering,  but 
only  50  percent  for  construction.  If  the 
States  wants  to  go  ahead  with  a  four- 
laining  of  main  artery  highways  the 
State  has  to  pay  50  percent  of  the  con¬ 
struction;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  But  that  is  only  a  policy 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  this  bill  to  prevent  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  from  paying  70  percent 
of  the  actual  construction  on  four  lanes 
today;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  gentleman’s  question,  it  is :  Can 
they  pay  up  to  70  percent?  They  can  pay 
up  to  70  percent,  but  have  not  engaged  in 
paying  up  to  70  percent  on  four-lane 
highways. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  There  is  no  limitation 
to  prevent  them  from  paying  70  percent, 
if  the  Federal  Government  so  desires,  on 
main  artery  four-lane  highways? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 


Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
proach  this  Appalachian  legislation  with 
conflicting  feelings.  I  am,  of  course, 
heartily  in  favor  of  it.  Yet,  I  am  gravely 
disappointed  that  the  amounts  of  money 
are  so  much  smaller  than  the  sums  I 
feel  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the  job 
we  have  set  out  to  do:  to  improve  the 
economic  status  of  the  people  who  live 
in  the  mountain  areas  of  the  eastern 
United  States. 

My  viewpoint  is  a  bit  different  from 
that  of  many  Members  of  the  House. 

First,  because  I  am  from  this  Appa¬ 
lachian  mountain  area,  I  know  the  need; 
I  know  the  deprivation  that  exists  in  my 
part  of  the  country.  I  also  know  that 
while  this  program  does  not  have  all  the 
answers,  it  is  certainly  on  the  right  track 
and  holds  the  best  promise  of  something 
better. 

Second,  as  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor,  I  sit  in  on  the 
authorizing  of  billions  of  dollars  for  edu¬ 
cation  and  welfare — the  program  to  end 
poverty,  to  help  schools,  and  to  provide 
other  programs.  I  know  something  of  the 
needs  of  the  people. 

But  the  Appalachian  program  is  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  welfare  programs.  It  is 
intended  to  build  an  economic  base  by 
providing  highways,  sewer  systems,  air¬ 
ports,  industrial  parks,  hospitals — all  the 
elements  which  would  make  it  possible 
for  this  mountain  region  to  attract  to  it 
the  industry  which  would  provide  jobs 
for  a  population  which,  with  the  proper 
training,  would  supply  a  pool  of  intelli¬ 
gent  and  capable  workers. 

Among  all  the  many  worthwhile  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  Applachian  program,  I  feel 
that  the  one  which  would  benefit  the 
region  the  most  is  the  one  which  would 
make  qur  cities  and  town  and  creek  hol¬ 
lows  accessible  to  the  rest  of  the  world. 
I  mean  the  program  under  which  the 
Appalachian  Commission  is  helping  State 
highway  departments  pay  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways  in  the  mountain 
area  where  such  construction  is  far  more 
expensive  than  in  the  flatlands  of  so 
much  of  our  Nation. 

It  is  here  that  I  feel  my  greatest  dis¬ 
appointment  with  the  measure  before 
us.  What  we  need  to  open  the  Appala¬ 
chian  region  to  the  rest  of  the  world  is 
the  construction  of  four-lane  highways. 
Yet,  the  amounts  contained  in  the  bill 
for  roadbuilding  have  been  so  reduced 
that  it  will  be  a  great  temptation  for 
State  highway  departments  to  be  con¬ 
tent  with  two-lane  main  artery  roads. 

I  know  that  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  has  done  the  best  it  could  with 
this  measure.  My  own  ideas  of  what 
should  be  authorized  are  far  above  the 
amounts  the  President  put  in  his  budget. 
I  wish  the  committee  had  not  reduced 
the  sums  requested  by  the  President. 

I  most  earnestly  urge  the  House  not 
to  go  below  the  figures  arrived  at  by  the 
Public  Works  Committee.  It  is  greatly 
important  that  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram,  which  has  been  in  existence  2 
years,  not  lose  any  of  the  momentum  it 
has  acquired  during  its  brief  life. 

I  am  especially  pleased  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  increased  the  authorization 
for  vocational  education  from  the  sum  of 
$18  million  to  $26  million.  Roadbuilding, 
industrial  development,  greater  access  to 


the  outside  world  will  call  more  and  more 
for  the  skills  the  vocational  schools  of 
Appalachia  can  impart  to  our  people. 

I  urge  vigorously  that  this  bill  be  ap¬ 
proved. 

(Mr.  PERKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present.  The  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 


Adair 

[Roll  No.  248] 
Fisher 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Ashley 

Flood 

O’Hara,  Mich 

Aspinall 

Gallagher 

Pirnie 

Baring 

Green,  Oreg. 

Rivers 

Bell 

Hanna 

Rumsfeld 

Berry 

Hansen,  Idaho 

St  Germain 

Bolling 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Saylor 

Brademas 

Hebert 

Sikes 

Brown,  Calif. 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Steed 

Celler 

Hicks 

Teague,  Tex. 

Clawson,  Del 

Holland 

Ullman 

Cohelan 

Leggett 

Vander  Jagt 

Collier 

McCarthy 

Willis  ■ 

Corman 

McCulloch 

Wilson, 

Daddarlo 

McMillan 

Charles  H. 

Dlngell 

May 

Wolff 

Dorn 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wyatt 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Moss 

Feighan 

Multer 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Price  of  Illinois,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider¬ 
ation  the  bill  S.  602,  and  finding  itself 
without  a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the 
roll  to  be  called,  when  376  Members  re¬ 
sponded  to  their  names,  a  quorum,  and 
he  submitted  herewith  the  names  of  the 
absentees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer], 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
before  us  today  a  bill  known  as  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act 
Amendments  of  1967,  which  in  effect  is  a 
potpourri  of  public  works,  a  warmed- 
over,  accelerated  public  works  program, 
Area  Redevelopment  Administration  re¬ 
incarnated,  all  of  those  programs  having 
proved  to  be  an  abject  failure.  So  we  are 
trying  again  to  do  something  about  pov¬ 
erty  through  public  works,  from  which  we 
never  get  a  full  dollar’s  worth  of  value 
for  each  dollar  spent. 

This  is  a  program  for  which  we  have 
already  appropriated  in  previous  years 
approximately  $300  million  for  develop¬ 
ment  highway  and  access  roads,  and 
$166.9  million  for  other  Appalachian  pro¬ 
grams,  a  total  of  nearly  a  half  billion 
dollars. 

Secondly,  we  are  asking  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  or  the  committee  is,  for  new  au¬ 
thorizations  for  Appalachia  of  $396  mil¬ 
lion.  This  together  with  existing  unap- 
priated  authorizations  for  development 
highways  and  access  roads  of  $540  mil- 
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lion,  totals  $936.7  million.  The  Congress 
previously  appropriated  $466.99  million, 
so  the  total  previous  appropriations,  plus 
future  authorizations,  including  this  bill 
is  $1.4  billion — and  this  is  for  4  years  of  a 
6-year  general  program  and  6  years  of 
the  highway  program,  so  there  are  2 
more  years  to  go  at  least  on  the  general 
program.  To  make  sure  all  these  other 
EDA  areas  get  in  on  some  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  goodies,  there  is  $75  million  more 
for  those  EDA  areas. 

Of  course,  that  is  the  move.  That  is 
what  is  coming.  All  of  these  EDA  areas 
are  involved.  They  have  already  an¬ 
nounced  some  five  of  them  regional  com¬ 
missions,  and  there  are  two  more  under 
consideration,  and  there  is  a  third  they 
are  talking  about  in  the  gulf  coast  area. 
They  are  all  going  to  get  these  special 
potpourri  programs. 

So  this  Appalachia  is  the  pattern  for 
endless  public  works,  for  accelerated 
public  works  programs.  I  believe  we 
should  realize  that. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  when  I  have  finished 
my  remarks. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  should  like  for  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  yield  briefly,  on  the  subject 
of  EDA.  That  is  only  thrown  in  to  dredge 
up  enough  votes  to  pass  the  parent  bill. 

Let  me  say  that  I  have  six  counties  in 
Appalachia,  and  it  is  the  greatest  boon¬ 
doggle  which  ever  came  down  the  road. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  I  am  delighted  I  yielded.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  always  makes  a  valuable  con¬ 
tribution,  and  particularly  so  in  this  in¬ 
stance. 

That  was  the  next  subject  I  was  to  get 
to.  That  was  a  mighty  fine  preface. 

One  of  the  previous  speakers  said  that 
President  Johnson  suggested  this  was 
the  beginning  of  creative  federalism. 

The  gentleman  suggests,  and  I  sug¬ 
gest,  it  is  one  of  the  best  examples  or  the 
perfect  example  of  creative  favoritism. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  going  to  be 
a  discussion  by  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Denney]  as 
to  whether  or  not  it  is  constitutional  to 
provide  such  favoritism  to  Appalachia, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  rest  of  America. 

The  gentleman  is  eminently  correct. 
EDA  has  been  thrown  into  attract  votes. 

Members  will  notice  that  the  principal 
speaker  had  to  list  every  State  which  is 
going  to  get  special  treatment  under  this 
EDA  title  II,  to  make  sure  that  those  who 
come  from  those  States  vote  for  this 
thing,  not  because  they  are  in  Appalachia 
but  because  they  are  going  to  get  a  little 
something,  perhaps,  out  of  title  II,  in 
EDA,  which  should  not  be  in  this  bill  in 
the  first  place. 

This  is  supposed  to  be  the  Appalachia 
bill.  It  is  clear  that  many  Members  of 
the  House  believe,  as  I  do,  that  this  is 
basically  discriminatory  legislation,  dis¬ 
criminating  against  the  rest  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  If  it  is  good  for  Appalachia,  why 
should  it  not  be  good  for  the  rest  of 
the  Nation? 

It  is  quite  obvious.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  this  total  package  of  potpourri  ac¬ 
celerated  public  works  is  doing  the  job 
or  will  do  the  job  on  a  permanent  basis. 


ARA  did  not  do  it.  APW  did  not  do  it. 
This  is  warmed  over  failure. 

Why,  they  are  talking  about  demon¬ 
stration  health  facilities,  land  stabiliza¬ 
tion,  timber  development,  mining  resto¬ 
ration,  water  resources  surveys,  a  new 
housing  program,  vocational  education, 
sewage  treatment,  supplemental  grants 
across  the  broad  spectrum  of  Federal 
aid,  with  programs  up  to  80  percent  of 
the  cost  thereof,  local  development  dis¬ 
trict  assistance,  and  highways. 

Highways,  incidentally,  are  very  in¬ 
teresting.  When  this  bill  was  presented 
to  us  a  few  years  ago  I  was  under  the 
impression  that  this  was  going  to  open 
up  new  areas,  that  this  was  going  to 
take  the  mountain  region  of  Appalachia 
and  permit  the  development  of  highways 
and  opening  up  these  distant  areas,  sepa¬ 
rated  from  the  rest  of  the  country  by 
these  craggy  mountains  and  these  val¬ 
leys,  areas  which  are  inaccessible,  and 
this  was  going  to  open  up  the  great  region 
for  development. 

What  happened?  Here  is  what  they 
have  done.  They  have  decided  they  want 
to  build  arterial  highways,  not  new  ones. 
They  want  to  reconstruct  and  improve 
presently  existing  highways  which  they 
say  are  not  built  to  a  high  enough  stand¬ 
ard. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  In  view  of  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  contribution  a  while  ago,  I  yield 
briefly. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
can  enlighten  me  about  what  a  develop¬ 
mental  highway  is.  In  my  State  they 
are  retreading  U.S.  Route  50  to  Cincin¬ 
nati.  I  did  not  know  Cincinnati  was  in 
Appalachia,  but  that  is  what  they  are 
doing  with  all  the  money. 

As  the  gentleman  says,  the  whole  orig¬ 
inal  concept  of  access  highways  has  been 
lost.  They  are  just  rebuilding  already 
existing  highways,  with  an  awful  lot  of 
money. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  is  emi¬ 
nently  correct.  That  is  the  point  I  was 
attempting  to  make. 

Here  is  the  map  of  what  they  are 
building.  The  idea  is  they  want  to  have 
connecting  arterial  highways.  This  is  in 
addition  to  the  primary  system,  to  .the 
secondary  system,  and  to  the  urban 
highways  already  approved  for  Federal 
participation.  This  is  in  addition  to  the 
interstate  highway  system. 

Boy,  if  anybody  got  a  bonus  out  of 
the  Interstate  Highway  System  it  was 
West  Virginia,  shortly  after  the  election 
in  1960.  Prior  to  the  election,  interstate 
mileage  in  West  Virginia  totaled  385 
miles.  Out  of  the  528  miles  left  undesig¬ 
nated,  they  got  an  additional  125  miles, 
yet  they  have  to  have  more  highways, 
arterial  highways,  through  the  State  of 
West  Virginia  and  other  States. 

So  what  they  are  doing  is  retreading,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays! 
says,  the  present  highways  and  building 
them  up  to  higher  standards.  I  am  not 
debating  this.  I  want  to  say  in  all  fair¬ 
ness  that  there  is  an  access  road  pro¬ 
gram,  which  is  possibly  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  wants  to  say.  I  will 
yield  to  him  in  just  1  minute.  However, 
how  much  of  the  $1,015  billion  are  we 
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putting  into  access  highways  for  opening 
up  new  areas?  It  is  $35  million.  That  is 
generous,  is  it  not?  They  are  asking  us 
for  $35  million  more  in  this  bill.  That  is 
what  they  want  for  opening  up  new 
areas. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  yielding. 

I  know  what  a  campaign  he  had  on 
States  rights.  I  am  sure  he  is  aware  that 
.the  decisions  within  the  States  on  what 
the  priority  needs  are  in  Appalachia  are 
being  made  by  the  highest  elected  officer 
in  the  State  almost  without  exception, 
that  is,  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  or 
his  duly  constituted  highway  authority. 
So  the  gentleman  apparently  is  not  sat¬ 
isfied  with  a  State  determination  as  to 
what  the  highest  priority  need  is  for 
highway  development  within  the  Ap¬ 
palachia  region. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  there  were  certain  guidelines 
suggested  by  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  and  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  which  they  naturally  took  into 
consideration.  Secondly,  there  was  a 
study  made  by  a  regional  commission 
prior  to  that  time,  and  they  made  certain 
suggestions.  I  do  believe  that  whether  it 
is  Federal  or  State  officials,  if  you  are 
going  to  open  up  new  areas,  I  believe  you 
should  spend  money  for  that  and  not  for 
retreading  old  roads. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  The  guideline  in  my  State 
was  very  clear.  It  was,  let  us  build  high¬ 
ways  to  where  the  most  votes  are.  To 
hell  with  Appalachia.  We  do  not  care 
about  access  roads  to  those  hill  counties, 
because  there  are  only  a  few  people  down 
there,  maybe  16,000  or  20,000  people.  Let 
us  build  a  road  to  Cincinnati,  because 
there  are  500,000  or  600,000  people  there 
and  maybe  more. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  expressed  it  far  more  colorfully 
than  I  dare  to  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

So,  what  does  this  bill  do?  The  bill 
provides  basically  for  substantial  addi¬ 
tional  funds.  We  can  expect  at  least  $2 
billion  more.  We  can  expect  when  it  is 
over  with  that  the  problems  are  not  going 
to  be  solved,  either.  That  is  what  bothers 
me.  If  I  thought  this  would  solve  the 
problems  of  Appalachia  over  a  6 -year 
period,  that  would  be  something  else. 
Now,  do  not  tell  me  they  are  not  going  to 
have  to  do  it  again,  if  you  are  going  to 
do  the  job,  because  there  will  be  another 
$2  billion  here  for  another  6  years.  If  I 
thought  it  would  do  the  job  and  help 
these  poverty-stricken  people,  and  if  we 
had  the  evidence  that  they  were  getting 
the  help  any  more  than  they  are  under 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity,  then 
that  would  be  different.  If  I  thought  they 
were  the  ones  who  were  going  to  benefit 
by  this,  then  that  would  be  different.  The 
facilities  that  are  going  to  be  built  are 
going  to  be  built  in  the  big  city  areas 
rather  than  the  poverty  areas.  If  they 
were  not  then  I  would  be  much  more 
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inclined  to  support  the  legislation  even 
though  it  will  be  discriminatory.  But  in 
my  opinion,  if  it  is  not  going  to  do  the 
job,  it  is  discriminatory  by  itself. 

What  are  they  doing  in  this  bill?  This 
will  not  do  the  job.  Is  it  capable  of  doing 
the  job?  No.  It  is  just  a  mustard  plaster 
on  an  area  which  is  supposedly  suffering 
from  the  cancer  of  underdevelopment.  It 
is  just  in  the  inherent  nature  of  the  area. 
They  are  saying  that  it  is  not  doing  so 
well  so  far,  so  we  had  better  expand  it. 
Let  us  get  a  lot  of  $2  billion  programs 
into  this  Appalachia  region  and  apply 
some  of  these  mustard  plasters  on  top  of 
others.  Let  us  inject  some  new  elements 
in  this.  Let  us  mix  up  a  potpourri  of  pub¬ 
lic  works,  and  maybe  this  will  help  some. 
Of  course,  at  the  same  time  they  are  say¬ 
ing  that  we  had  better  change  the  man 
who  is  at  the  head  of  the  program.  Do 
you  know  who  is  going  to  head  the  pro¬ 
gram  up  under  this  bill?  It  is  a  man  who 
has  all  kinds  of  time  to  do  it.  He  only 
has  to  deal  now  with  Vietnam,  with  the 
budget,  with  taxes,  and  with  everything 
else.  He  is  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  He  is  going  to  be  in  charge  of 
this  program  under  this  new  suggested 
bill  that  is  before  us.  He  is  going  to  be 
the  one  who  will  control  the  money  and 
decide  which  agencies  get  it  and  how 
much. 

Of  course,  he  can  do  it  to  some  extent 
anyway.  But  we  direct  in  this  bill  that 
he  is  the  man  to  whom  the  money  is 
going.  We  are  putting  all  of  it  into  the 
hands  of  the  President.  The  bureaucratic 
maze,  that  we  will  have  to  go  through  in 
order  to  get  decisions  will  be  intolerable, 
as  compared  to  decisions  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  really  did  not  expect 
to  take  this  much  time,  but  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  interested  in  propounding  a  ques¬ 
tion,  I  shall  be  glad  to  listen. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  want  to  make  a 
very  short  statement  to  the  effect  that  if 
you  are  given  an  opportunity  to  vote  for 
an  amendment  to  aid  the  cities,  and  if 
the  gentleman  is  so  concerned  about 
them,  I  do  hope  the  gentleman  will  sup¬ 
port  my  amendment  when  it  is  offered. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  do  not  recall  making 
that  statement.  The  gentleman  knows 
full  well  that  I  oppose  such  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  then 
the  gentleman  belies  his  own  statement? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Well,  I  do  not  think 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Farbstein]  quite  understood  what  I  was 
saying.  What  I  was  saying  is  that  the 
money  goes  to  the  President.  I  do  not 
know  that  that  has  to  do  with-  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  cities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  else  will  they  do? 
They  are  amending  this  bill  and  are  add¬ 
ing  to  it  24  new  counties,  new  counties 
that  are  not  located  in  the  mountain  land 
areas,  as  well  as  17  other  counties  in  an 
area  unrelated  to  this  problem.  They  do 
not  represent  regional  development  prob¬ 
lems.  That  is  what  has  been  stated  that 
is  going  to  be  done,  added  to  a  part  of 
the  mountainous  regions  or  to  a  part  of 
our  mountain  lands. 


But,  lo  and  behold,  this  may  be  an¬ 
other  matter  or  indication  or  location 
where  we  may  need  to  get  a  few  more 
votes  and  therefore,  we  have  got  to  bring 
into  the  coverage  of  this  program  24  more 
counties;  we  have  got  to  add  a  few  in 
New  York,  we  have  got  to  add  a  few 
here  and  there,  we  have  got  to  bring  in 
some  Mississippi  counties,  because  of  an 
oversight  or  otherwise  we  left  them  out, 
a  substantial  number  of  counties. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  else  have 
we  got  to  do?  We  have  got  to  expand  the 
program  by  authorizing  funds  in  excess 
of  the  amounts  that  have  been  appro¬ 
priated  in  the  past  for  any  given  fiscal 
year. 

This  year  the  President  asked  for  fis¬ 
cal  1968  approximately  $64  million.  And, 
what  is  being  asked  for  in  this  bill?  The 
$220  million  is  being  requested  for  a 
period  of  2  years,  for  1968  and  1969.  The 
amount  which  will  be  left  over  for  fiscal 
year  1969  represents  an  amount  about 
2V2  times  the  amount  which  was  asked 
for  in  fiscal  year  1968. 

How  does  one  possibly  justify  that  re¬ 
quest? 

Of  course,  I  will  admit  that  there  is  a 
$42  million  carryover  of  appropriated 
funds  but  if  you  add  that  to  approxi¬ 
mately  $64  million  budget  request  for 
1968,  there  will  be  approximately  $106 
million  total  available  for  expenditure  in 
1968.  If  $220  million  is  authorized  for 
fiscal  years  1968  and  1969,  some  $156 
million  will  be  available  for  appropria¬ 
tion  in  1969. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  know  that  we  have 
on  our  hands  a  war.  And,  based  upon 
the  best  authority  in  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  the  statement  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Mills]  ,  unless  we  pass  a  surtax  this 
yea,r,  we  will  have  a  $28  billion  deficit. 
It  is  my  opinion  that  our  consideration 
of  the  legislation  dealing  with  Appa¬ 
lachia  must  be  considered  in  view  of  the 
deficit  with  which  we  are  confronted  and 
based  upon  the  amount  of  money  which 
we  can  reasonably  and  logically  expend. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  an 
amendment  will  be  offered  to  cut  the 
amount  which  has  been  requested  to  a 
reasonable  amount,  the  amount  which 
was  requested  for  fiscal  year  1968  plus 
unexpended  funds  carried  over  from 
1967,  and  to  provide  for  the  same  amount 
for  fiscal  year  1969. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Florida  is  recognized  for  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
they  are  proposing  for  fiscal  year  1969, 
which  starts  during  the  period  of  the 
Presidential  election,  which  will  be  held 
in  November  1968,  is  that  the  President 
should  have  under  his  control,  and  not 
under  the  control  of  the  various  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies,  $156  million,  about 
2Yz  times  what  he  is  asking  for  this  year 
for  accelerated  public  works  In  the  area 
of  Appalachia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not  like  that  ar¬ 
rangement.  We  think  it  is  unreasonable. 


We  think  that  the  departments  and 
agencies  that  have  been  administering 
the  program  should  be  considered  and 
that  the  program  ought  to  continue  to 
operate  as  it  has  in  the  past  and  that  the 
Congress  should  handle  and  approve  the 
authorization.  Also,  we  think  that  the 
amount  which  is  being  requested  in  this 
legislation  is  unreasonable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  else  has  been  done 
in  this  legislation?  They  have  proposed 
the  expansion  of  a  number  of  programs. 
Secondly,  they  have  added  new  programs. 
And,  if  you  want  to  read  the  bill  and 
what  it  contains  with  reference  to  new 
programs — and  this  program,  inciden¬ 
tally,  came  out  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  you  will  find  a  housing  pro¬ 
gram.  It  did  not  come  out  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency — we  on 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  now  are 
authorities  on  housing  and  real  estate, 
all  of  a  sudden. 

According  to  this  language,  which  is 
contained  on  page  43  of  the  bill,  section 
207,  we  are  going  into  assistance  for 
planning  and  other  preliminary  matters 
with  reference  to  proposed  housing  proj¬ 
ects  under  the  National  Housing  Act. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  are  going 
to  do  is  to  provide  for  the  making  of  loans 
not  to  exceed  80  percent  to  private  enter¬ 
prise  or  public  associations,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  making  preliminary  surveys, 
analyses  of  market  needs,  as  well  as  pre¬ 
liminary  site  engineering  and  architec¬ 
tural  fees  as  well  as  even  site  options. 

The  cost  of  site  options  will  be  money 
loaned  for  that  purpose.  This  is  a  matter 
that  should  be  considered  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  not  by 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  An  ef¬ 
fort  will  be  made  to  strike  it  out  until  the 
committee  that  should  properly  consider 
it  looks  into  the  problem. 

I  have  discussed  briefly  the  money  in¬ 
volved  here,  and  I  will  deal  with  that  to 
a  greater  degree  when  the  debate  period 
commences. 

Now  we  are  moving  into  EDA,  which 
has  no  business  being  in  this  whatsoever. 
That  is  not  only  my  word;  that  is  the 
same  thing  the  manager  on  the  part  of 
the  other  body  said  on  the  floor  of  the 
other  body  when  it  was  up  for  considera¬ 
tion,  we  have  no  business  going  into  an 
EDA  matter  in  an  Appalachian  bill. 
What  did  he  say?  He  said: 

It  is  impossible  for  me,  however — 

And  this  is  the  manager  on  the  Senate 
side,  and  this  appears  at  page  84  in  the 
minority  views — 

It  is  impossible  for  me,  however,  to  accept 
an  amendment  for  the  authorization  of  sub¬ 
stantial  sums  of  money  for  programs  which 
have  not  been  given  adequate  hearing. 

The  administration  did  not  ask  for 
title  II.  The  administration  did  not  ask 
for  it.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio  put  his 
finger  on  it  when  he  said  that  in  order 
to  get  enough  votes  for  Appalachia  they 
threw  it  in.  They  knew  they  were  in 
trouble  on  Appalachia,  because  it  relates 
to  this  authorization,  so  they  threw  in 
EDA.  It  has  no  business  being  in  there. 

The  floor  manager  on  the  Senate  side 
said; 

However,  the  money  that  is  in  there  is  just 
seed  money. 
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And  have  we  not  seen  these  seeds  grow 
into  big,  fat,  spending  trees  before?  That 
is  exactly  what  is  going  to  happen  here. 
The  $75  million  will  be  $500  million. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  They  are  reaching  out  and 
touching  everybody,  in  Ohio  they  give 
every  school  in  Appalachia,  every  school 
some  money,  about  50  cents  a  student. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  believe  that  is  fur¬ 
ther  evidence  that  this  program  is  not 
going  to  do  the  job,  because  it  does  not 
get  down  to  the  person  in  need.  This  is 
obvious.  I  am  confident  this  is  not  going 
to  be  the  answer.  If  I  thought  it  would 
be  the  answer,  if  I  thought  it  would  do 
the  job  in  Appalachia,  that  would  be  one 
thing,  but  it  will  not  do  it. 

But  I  recognize  the  realities  of  life, 
and  this  bill  very  probably  will  pass.  It 
probably  will,  because  it  is  part  of  an 
ongoing  program,  therefore  the  only 
alternative  left  will  be  to  work  toward 
trying  to  make  a  decent  bill  out  of  it. 
So  we  will  in  good  conscience,  in  carrying 
out  our  responsibilities,  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment.  We  offered  some  29  amendments 
in  the  committee  itself,  and  some  15  were 
passed,  and  I  thank  the  majority  for 
giving  reasonable  consideration  to  those 
amendments. 

There  are  others  remaining  that 
should  be  considered.  We  hope  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  housing  title  section.  We  hope 
we  can  come  out  with  a  dollar  figure  of 
a  reasonable  amount.  We  hope  we  can 
take  EDA  out  of  this.  It  does  not  belong 
in  here  whatsoever  in  the  first  place.  We 
hope  we  can  leave  the  spending  authority 
where  it  belongs,  in  the  agencies  that 
administer  the  specific  programs.  I  hope 
the  Members  will  give  serious  considera¬ 
tion  and  attention  to  those  amendments 
that  are  intended  to  make  a  better  pro¬ 
gram  out  of  this. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  legislation.  It  appears 
that  the  work  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  represents  about  the 
only  exception  among  the  new  programs 
initiated  by  this  administration  which 
has  not  created  more  problems  than  it 
has  helped  to  solve.  I  give  my  support  to 
this  legislation  with  cautious  optimism, 
but  hasten  to  indicate  that  any  reluc¬ 
tance  comes  from  what  I  believe  to  be 
an  indaequate  consideration  of  the 
achievements  of  the  past  2  years  and 
potential  problems  that  may  or  may  not 
exist.  On  the  surface  it  appears  that 
the  implementation  of  this  act  has  re¬ 
sulted  in  accomplishments  without 
charges  of  mismanagement,  political  in¬ 
terference,  or  the  many  other  charges 
so  prevalent  in  other  programs.  The  sur¬ 
face  should  be  scratched  to  be  certain. 

There  are  several  things  about  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  incorporated  in  the 
House  version  of  S.  602  which  do  con¬ 
cern  me  and  which  I  would  like  to  see 
cleared  up. 

This  legislation  was  originally  intended 
to  expedite  the  economic  development  of 


the  Appalachian  region  which  I  believe 
to  be  those  counties  in  the  Appalachian 
Mountain  area  which  share  the  similar 
characteristics  of  rugged  terrain  and 
some  degree  of  isolation  by  virtue  of  the 
terrain.  In  1965  the  Senate  added  13  new 
counties  in  New  York  and  the  Senate  in 
the  current  bill  has  added  18  counties 
in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  two  addi¬ 
tional  counties  in  Alabama,  and  one  ad¬ 
ditional  county  in  New  York  to  which 
the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
has  agreed.  In  addition,  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  has  added  three 
additional  counties.  The  House  should 
delete  any  of  these  new  counties  which 
are  not  in  the  Appalachian  Mountain 
Range,  because  it  merely  tends  to  dilute 
the  appropriation  that  will  be  made  and 
thereby  deprive  existing  bona  fide  coun¬ 
ties  of  funds  that  would  otherwise  be  al¬ 
lotted  to  them. 

I  believe  I  am  correct  in  my  under¬ 
standing  that,  with  one  or  two  excep¬ 
tions,  these  new  counties  do  not  fall 
within  the  general  understanding  of 
what  we  consider  mountain  country.  If 
the  Congress  continues  to  increase  the 
area  covered  by  this  program,  it  will  lose 
its  significance  to  the  area  it  was  de¬ 
signed  to  help.  I  am  not  impressed  with 
the  argument  that  this  legislation  is 
“favoritism.”  Admittedly,  it  is — so  is  ag¬ 
riculture  legislation  to  the  rural  areas  of 
agriculture  abundance  that  it  helps — so 
is  urban  renewal  to  the  cities  and  much 
other  legislation  that  is  enacted. 

The  supplementary  views  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  as 
they  appear  in  the  Senate’s  report  on  S. 
602,  are  very  compelling  to  me. 

It  is  essential  that  the  House  support 
the  committee’s  action  in  deleting  from 
the  Senate  bill  “the  cultural  programs” 
since  this  act  is  designed  to  improve  the 
economic  standards  of  the  area  affected 
rather  than  the  esthetics  of  the  area.  In 
addition,  the  House  should  give  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  deletion  of  the  title  “As¬ 
sistance  for  Planning  and  Other  Prelimi¬ 
nary  Expenses  of  Proposed  Housing  Proj¬ 
ects  Under  Section  221  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,”  as  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  have  been  handling  the 
situation  in  the  Appalachian  region  with¬ 
out  any  serious  problems  and  adequately 
enough. 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  this  program  is 
about  the  only  one  which  has  not  found 
itself  embroiled  in  conflicts  ahd  disputes 
over  jurisdiction  with  other  agencies; 
this  housing  section  could  well  be  the  end 
of  the  honeymoon  in  that  respect. 

As  the  Members  know,  this  act  will 
cease  to  be  in  effect  on  July  1,  1971,  and 
its  2  years  of  life  thus  far  indicate  that 
it  may  well  accomplish  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  designed  if  it  can  be  kept 
within  the  concept  of  the  original  act. 

(Mr.  SNYDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  Ninety  Members 
are  present,  not  a  quorum.  The  Clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 
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The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  249] 


Adair 

Flood 

Multer 

Ashley 

Flynt 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

AsplnaU 

Fraser 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

Baring 

Gallagher 

Plrnie 

Ben 

Gathings 

Pool 

Brademas 

Green,  Oreg. 

Rivers 

Celler 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rumsfeld 

Clawson,  Del 

Hansen,  Wash. 

St  Germain 

Cohelan 

Hebert 

Saylor 

Collier 

Herlong 

Sikes 

Corman 

HoHand 

Teague,  Tex. 

Cowger 

Irwin 

UUman 

Daddarlo 

Kleppe 

Vander  Jagt 

Dent 

McCarthy 

Willis 

Dickinson 

McCulloch 

Wilson, 

Diggs 

McMillan 

Charles  H. 

Evins,  Tenn. 

May 

Wolff 

Feighan 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wyatt 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Price  of  Illinois,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  S.  602,  and  finding  itself 
without  a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the 
roll  to  be  called,  when  378  Members  re¬ 
sponded  to  their  names,  a  quorum,  and 
he  submitted  herewith  the  names  of  the 
absentees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Edmondson]. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
one  who  has  enjoyed  through  the  years 
debating  now  and  then  with  my  good 
friend,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Florida,  on  various  pieces  of  legis¬ 
lation,  I  enjoyed  particular  pleasure  in 
hearing  several  of  the  gentleman’s  re¬ 
marks  in  his  preliminary  argument  to¬ 
day  in  connection  with  the  consideration 
of  this  legislation. 

In  the  first  place,  it  was  a  real  pleasure 
to  leam  from  the  gentleman  from  this 
well  that  the  minority  really  does  not 
expect  to  defeat  this  bill;  that  all  they 
are  undertaking  to  do  in  the  offering  of 
amendments — and  they  do  have  in  mind 
the  offering  of  a  considerable  number  of 
amendments.  I  cannot  help  but  think 
immediately  when  I  hear  this  statement 
of  the  famous  old  story  about  the  fisher¬ 
man  who  upon  having  caught  an  old 
catfish,  said,  “Hold  still,  little  catfish;  I 
am  not  going  to  hurt  you;  I  am  just  go¬ 
ing  to  cut  your  guts  out.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  has  something  like  that 
“catfish  operation”  in  mind  when  he  says 
they  are  going  to  offer  constructive 
amendments  to  the  bill  on  the  floor 
today. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  in  working  upon 
this  particular  piece  of  legislation,  has 
already  accepted  and  agreed  to  approxi¬ 
mately  20  amendments  that  were  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  and  by 
his  distinguished  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Schwengel],  as 
well  as  various  other  members  of  the 
minority. 
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As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  adopted  so 
many  amendments  offered  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  while  we  were  marking  up  this 
bill  that  I  got  to  believing  we  were  going 
to  have  to  call  it  the  Jones-Cramer- 
Schwengel  bill  before  we  got  through 
marking  it  up  to  bring  it  to  the  floor  of 
the  House.  Because  what  we  did  in  com¬ 
mittee,  I  say  to  my  friends  in  this  House, 
was  to  take  the  cream  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  were  offered  by  the  other 
side,  and  I  believe  they  did  improve  the 
bill  in  some  particulars,  and  I  believe 
we  owe  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  our  friends 
on  the  minority  side  for  some  of  the 
amendments  that  were  offered  in  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Does  the  gentleman  say 
that  those  were  gutting  amendments? 
I  would  hope  the  gentleman  would  take 
another  look  at  the  ones  we  expect  to 
offer,  because  they  are  not  really  gutting 
amendments,  except  on  title  II,  and  we 
would  like  to  kill  that  fish  entirely. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  would  like  to  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  when  he  speaks 
about  deleting  entirely  title  II,  the 
gentleman  is  certainly  in  the  position  of 
gutting  that  section,  and  that  is  what 
it  means  to  me  and  to  the  people 
throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  We  will  take  the  whole 
fish  on  that  one,  we  will  defeat  it  entirely. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  After  we  had 
adopted  these  20-some  odd  amendments, 
some  of  them  helpful  amendments,  we 
then  faced  a  situation  in  which  even 
with  all  these  amendments,  even  with 
a  reduction  of  more  than  $50  million 
below  the  Senate  figure,  our  good  friends 
on  the  other  side  still  were  not  satisfied 
with  the  product.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  understand  that  some  of  them  are  cir¬ 
culating  amendments  here  today  that 
were  not  even  offered  in  the  committee 
when  we  considered  this  bill,  and  are 
asking  us  to  give  consideration  on  the 
floor  to  those  amendments. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  propose 
to  offer  an  amendment  that  will  clean 
this  bill  up  real  good;  I  propose  to  offer 
an  amendment  striking  out  the  enacting 
clause. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  gentleman  I 
believe  has  made  his  feelings  about  this 
bill  fairly  clear  already.  I  understand  his 
feelings  about  it.  I  regret  the  gentleman, 
who  is  always  constructive  and  always 
informed  on  any  subject,  could  not  find 
the  time  to  come  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  when  we  were  considering 
this  bill  over  a  period  of  days  when  there 
were  a  series  of  hearings  held  on  it,  so 
that  we  might  have  the  ideas  and  sug¬ 
gestions  the  gentleman  has  to  offer  about 
improving  it.  But  I  know  the  gentleman 
is  a  busy  man,  and  I  know  he  was  in 
attendance  those  days  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  when  we  were  meeting  into  the 
afternoon  in  trying  to  get  this  bill  out. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  second  remark  of 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  that  I  par¬ 


ticularly  appreciated  was  what  I  under¬ 
stood  to  be  his  major  argument  against 
title  II. 

If  I  heard  the  gentleman  correctly  and 
understood  him  correctly,  the  principal 
argument  he  has  against  title  II,  which 
provides  the  grant-in-aid  money  for 
these  other  regional  commissions, 
is  that  the  administration  did  not  ask 
for  it.  That  is  the  principal  argument 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
that  the  administration  did  not  even  ask 
for  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if  any  of  my 
friends  on  this  side  of  the  House  last 
fall  heard  the  attacks  over  and  over 
again  which  were  leveled  at  those  of  us 
on  the  Democratic  side  of  this  House, 
that  we  were  rubberstamps,  and  we  were 
rubberstamps  because  we  were  voting  for 
the  things  the  administration  had  asked 
for.  The  things  we  had  acted  upon  and 
voted  for,  that  were  asked  for  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  drew  fire  all  over  this  coun¬ 
try  from  those  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle. 

Now  we  come  before  this  House  with 
a  piece  of  legislation  on  which  we  have 
exercised  legislative  initiative,  on  which 
we  have  recognized  a  need  for  these  five 
new  regional  commissions  for  grant-in- 
_  aid  money,  or  for  specific  authorization 
of  administrative  money  or  technical  as¬ 
sistance  and  planning  money,  and  the 
big  argument  on  the  other  side  is  “Well, 
the. administration  did  not  even  ask  for 
it.” 

Am  I  to  assume  from  that,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  the  rubberstamps  in  the 
House  today  are  my  friends  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle,  my  Republican  friends, 
who  are  not  going  to  go  along  with  this 
because  the  administration  did  not  ask 
for  it? 

Am  I  to  assume  that  if  the  adminis¬ 
tration  does  not  ask  for  something  that 
my  friends  on  the  other  side  are  going 
to  vote  against  it,  that  they  are  going 
to  be  the  rubberstamps  in  this  Congress 
insofar  as  requests  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  are  concerned? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Yes,  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  We  do  not  say  that 
President  Johnson  is  wrong  all  the  time. 
We  just  say  that  he  is  wrong  most  of  the 
time.  In  this  instance  he  is  right  and  I 
compliment  him  for  not  unbalancing  the 
budget  further  by  asking  for  these  pro¬ 
grams.  I  do  not  want  to  impose  upon  the 
indulgence  of  the  House  by  taking  up  too 
much  time,  but  there  are  stated  and 
elucidated  five  or  six  reasons  in  the  mi¬ 
nority  views  as  to  why  title  II  should  not 
be  in  here.  I  call  attention  to  page  83  of 
the  report.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
yielding. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  if  anybody 
wanted  to  explore  the  minority  views 
and  turn  to  the  minority  report,  they  can 
find  about  15  different  versions  of  what 
the  minority  thinks  about  this.  There  are 
about  as  many  versions  of  the  minority 
views  as  there  are  minority  members 
of  the  committee— and  some  of  them 
signed  two  or  three  different  versions. 

It  all  adds  up  to  the  fact  in  my  per¬ 
sonal  judgment  that  our  friends  of  the 


minority,  or  at  least  some  of  them,  are 
not  ready  to  make  good  on  another  com¬ 
mitment  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States. 

Yesterday  I  commented  on  the  fact 
that  our  friends  on  the  minority  side,  or 
at  least  some  of  them,  have  been  doing 
everything  in  their  power  apparently  to 
create  a  credibility  gap  for  our  Govern¬ 
ment  and  to  create  it  by  legislative  ac¬ 
tion. 

I  pointed  to  the  fact  with  regard  to 
our  commitments  under  the  Alliance  for 
Progress,  commitments  to  our  neighbors 
in  this  hemisphere,  that  our  friends  on 
the  minority  side  had  lead  a  drive  to 
make  it  impossible  to  fulfill  those  com¬ 
mitments  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

Yesterday  I  pointed  out  that  they  had 
taken  another  position  against  fulfilling 
our  commitments  to  Great  Britain  with 
regard  to  minesweepers,  giving  Britain 
an  opportunity  to  bid  on  Navy  mine¬ 
sweepers.  Once  again  they  created  by 
their  votes  and  their  position  yesterday 
a  credibility  gap  for  the  United  States 
by  voting  not  to  honor  a  commitment  of 
our  Government. 

Now  we  come,  my  friends,  to  commit¬ 
ments  to  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  commitments  to  Governors 
of  the  several  States  and  commitments 
to  the  sovereign  States  of  the  Union  that 
are  parts  of  these  regional  commissions. 
I  point  out  the  fact  that  when  we  passed 
this  Appalachian  bill  in  1965,  we  said  in 
very  clear  language,  and  I  think  in  un¬ 
mistakable  terms,  that  if  it  was  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Appalachian  Commission  to 
admit  the  counties  in  New  York  into  the 
Appalachian  Commission — if  it  was  the 
decision  to  bring  them  in  and  submit 
plans  for  economic  development  in  these 
counties  in  New  York  that  the  Congress 
would  then  act  to  honor  the  commit¬ 
ments  with  regard  to  those  counties  in 
the  Appalachian  Commission.  That  is  in 
the  bill  that  was  passed  in  1965.  You  will 
find  the  specific  language  on  page  17  of 
the  Act.  The  Appalachian  Commission 
proceeded  to  admit  some  of  the  counties 
of  New  York  and  thereby  created  a 
specific  need  for  funding  for  those  coun¬ 
ties.  Most  of  the  money  involved  for 
Appalachia — new  money — is  money  to 
build  this  corridor  highway  across  Penn¬ 
sylvania  and  the  State  of  New  York  that 
was  spoken  about  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida. 

But  here  again  we  have  a  clear  com¬ 
mitment — this  time  not  a  commitment 
of  the  Secretary  of  State;  this  time  not 
a  commitment  of  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  but  this  time  we  have  a  commit¬ 
ment  of  this  Congress,  if  you  please — the 
Congress  of  the  United  States — and  we 
propose  to  fulfill  that  commitment  to 
the  people  of  New  York  and  to  the  people 
of  Pennsylvania  and  of  the  Appalachia 
region  and  to  the  five  new  regional  Com¬ 
missions  as  well,  because  those  were 
created  specifically  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND,  is  it  not  true  that 
the  gentleman  now  in  the  well  is  the 
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chairman  of  a  special  subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  to  inves¬ 
tigate  the  workings  of  the  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act,  and  is  it  not  true  that 
that  committee  has  met  only  once  this 
year  for  a  hearing  and  that  that  com¬ 
mittee  is  not  fully  staffed?  Am  I  sub¬ 
stantially  correct  in  that  statement? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  do  not  think  the 
gentleman  is  correct  in  the  statement 
he  makes  as  to  the  number  of  times  that 
the  subcommittee  met.  I  do  not  think  he 
is  far  from  wrong  in  saying  that  we  are 
not  fully  staffed,  since,  like  most  sub¬ 
committees,  we  would  like  to  have  addi¬ 
tional  staff  if  feasible.  We  have  had  ex¬ 
cellent  assistance  from  the  general  com¬ 
mittee  staff,  however. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  question  the  im¬ 
plication  of  the  gentleman  in  the  well — 
and  I  have  the  highest  regard  for  him — 
that  the  minority  is  acting  irresponsibly 
or  in  bad  faith.  If  you  read  the  minority 
views  carefully,  bearing  in  mind  that  the 
investigatory  committee  to  look  into  the 
Economic  Development  Act  is  totally  un¬ 
derstaffed  and  has  had  only  1  day  or  so 
of  hearings,  I  think  the  minority  position 
to  look  with  askance  at  adding  title  II  to 
this  bill  without  benefit  of  public  hear¬ 
ings  is  not  unwise  and  not  unjustified. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  have  made  no  implica¬ 
tion  of  bad  faith  on  the  gentleman’s  part 
intentionally.  If  the  gentleman  read  that 
from  my  remarks,  I  regret  it  very  much, 
because  when  I  speak  about  tactics  that 
are  pursued  by  the  other  side  in  their 
efforts  to  achieve  objectives  that  I  think 
they  have,  I  certainly  do  not  question 
their  motives  and  their  good  faith  in 
connection  with  those  tactics.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  wants  to  read  something  that  is 
injurious  to  him  from  the  fact  that,  as 
I  see  it,  some  amendments  are  being 
talked  about  here  today  that  were  not 
offered  in  the  committee,  well,  I  do  not 
believe  that  is  a  matter  of  bad  faith.  I 
think  that  is  a  matter  in  this  instance 
of  not  very  good  procedure  with  regard 
to  a  matter  that  you  want  the  committee 
to  accept  or  agree  to. 

I  think  the  amendments  you  are  pro¬ 
posing  today  to  enlarge  Appalachia  and 
to  splinter  the  New  England  Commis¬ 
sion,  if  I  understand  the  gentleman  cor¬ 
rectly  in  what  he  is  proposing,  is  some¬ 
thing  that  should  have  been  presented 
to  the  ad  hoc  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
palachia. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Schwengel], 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  pleased  to  rise  to  acknowledge  the 
talents  of  the  people  with  whom  I  have 
worked  and  the  talent  which  has  been 
evident  on  the  floor  here. 

First,  I  wish  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
chairman  of  the  full  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  who  is  one  of  the  finest  pre¬ 
siding  officers  under  whom  I  have  ever 
served  in  any  legislative  effort.  He  is 
eminently  fair,  and  he  gives  the  minority 
a  chance  to  be  heard. 


I  am  glad  to  note  the  broadminded 
attitude  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Edmondson],  who  wants  to 
give  we  of  the  minority  credit.  He  calls 
this  the  “Jones-Cramer-Schwengel  bill.” 
I  like  that  already,  but  I  would  like  to 
see  it  amended  so  it  would  be  truly  bi¬ 
partisan  through  the  acceptance  of  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Hays]  so  that  it  would  be  called  the 
“Jones-  Cramer-Schwengel-Hays  bill.  ” 
Then  it  will  be  vastly  improved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  distinguished  and 
capable  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer],  has 
very  effectively  and  thoroughly  out¬ 
lined  the  responsible  and  constructive 
minority  position  on  the  legislation  be¬ 
fore  us.  I  wish  he  would  have  had  time 
to  elucidate  further  on  his  version  and 
on  his  ideas,  because  he  so  well  expresses 
the  minority  attitude  and  does  it  so  very 
understandably. 

The  Appalachian  regional  development 
program,  as  has  been  suggested,  is  not 
based  on  “creative  federalism”;  rather, 
as  has  also  been  stated,  it  is  “creative 
favoritism.”  It  is  a  program  of  economic 
discrimination.  It  is  a  program  of  prefer¬ 
ential  treatment.  It  is  a  program  which  I 
believe,  in  some  respects,  is  misdirected. 
Certainly,  I  think  it  can  be  proved  that 
it  is  untimely  and,  in  some  respects  and 
in  some  areas,  is  cruel. 

As  we  pointed  out  in  the  minority  re¬ 
port  on  S.  602,  prosperous  counties  within 
Appalachia  receive  special  Federal  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  while  less  prosperous 
counties  elsewhere  do  not.  Economically 
depressed  counties  in  Appalachia  receive 
special  financial  assistance  under  both 
the  Appalachian  program  and  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  1965,  while  eocnomically  depressed 
counties  outside  Appalachia  receive 
special  financial  assistance  only  under 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  have  just  indicated, 
the  name  of  the  Appalachia  game  is 
preferential  treatment,  and,  in  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  the  best  interests  of  the  entire 
Nation,  I  feel  constrained  to  voice  my 
objections  to  this  preferential  treatment 
for  Appalachia. 

I  concur  strongly  in  the  objections  of 
the  minority  to  the  enactment  of  S.  602, 
as  reported  by  the  committee. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  all  members  of 
this  committee  will  read  the  minority 
report. 

There  are  several  principal  areas  of 
concern  which  many  of  us  share. 

First,  sections  of  the  bill  before  us 
would  authorize  the  appropriation  to  the 
President — I  repeat,  to  the  President — of 
all  funds  to  carry  out  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act,  except  funds 
to  cover  the  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission, 
which  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
directly  to  the  Commission. ,  In  accord 
with  the  objections  to  this  procedure,  as 
outlined  today  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Cramer],  such  provisions  of 
the  bill  should  be  stricken  and  the  orig¬ 
inal  procedure  left  intact. 

Second,  S.  602,  as  reported,  would  ex- 
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pand  the  Appalachian  region  by  adding 
24  additional  counties.  One  in  New  York, 
one  in  Tennessee,  two  in  Alabama,  and 
20  in  Mississippi.  Some  of  the  areas  of 
Mississippi  to  be  included  as  part  of  the 
Appalachian  region  if  S.  602  is  enacted 
lie  west  of  the  longitude  of  Chicago.  This 
seems  to  be  stretching  the  definition  of 
the  Appalachian  region  too  far.  Who 
knows  where  it  will  eventually  stop? 
Maybe  Los  Angeles?  I  see  no  justifica¬ 
tion,  in  fact  or  in  theory,  for  an  expan¬ 
sion  of  this  region. 

Third,  an  excessive  authorization  of 
funds  is  contained  in  S.  602,  as  reported. 
At  a  time  when  fiscal  matters  of  the 
Federal  Government  must  be  closely 
watched,  this  is  no  time — as  is  any  time 
— to  authorize  an  excessive  amount  of 
funds.  Authorizations  should  be  only  for 
the  funds  justifiable  and  not  in  excess 
of  requests  or  needs. 

Fourth,  I  am  opposed  to  the  adding 
of  new  programs  in  the  overall  Appa¬ 
lachian  development  program,  including 
the  very  questionable  low-  and  moder¬ 
ate-income  housing  assistance  program 
and  the  development  of  a  new  acid  mine 
pollution  control  program.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  are  now  being  undertaken  on  a 
nationwide  scale,  and  I  see  no  need  to 
give  the  Appalachian  region  even  fur¬ 
ther  specialized  treatment,  especially 
when  the  region  has  not  even  made  ade¬ 
quate  use  of  programs  available  to  any 
section  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  these  reasons 
alone,  every  Member  should  support  the 
minority  amendments  to  S.  602.  They 
are  constructive.  They  are  not  dilatory. 
They  are  in  the  best  interest  of  good  leg¬ 
islation  and  very  much  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  time,  I  would 
like  to  dwell  on  two  matters  surrounding 
this  legislation  which  deserve  particular 
attention:  First,  the  lack  of  adequate 
minority  staffing  to  assist  the  minority 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  in  carrying  out  their  responsi¬ 
bilities  with  respect  to  this  legislation; 
and  second,  matters  relating  to  the  so- 
called  land  stabilization,  conservation, 
and  erosion  control  section  of  the  1965 
act,  section  203,  and  amendments  there¬ 
to  embodied  in  S.  602,  as  reported.  These 
are  matters  about  which  every  member 
of  the  Committee  should  know.  They 
are  matters  which  should  be  called  to 
the  attention  of  all  America. 

INADEQUATE  MINORITY  STAFFING 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  pointed  out  in 
additional  views  on  S.  602,  consideration 
by  the  committee  of  S.  602  again  pre¬ 
sented  the  minority  members  of  the 
committee  with  the  unsurmountable 
problem  of  trying  to  prepare  alternative, 
more  effective  legislation  without  staff 
assistance  in  the  highly  specialized  field 
of  economics. 

Since  1962,  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  has  been  responsible  for  han¬ 
dling  legislation  designed  to  promote 
economic  development  of,  and  to  reduce 
unemployment  in,  various  portions  of  the 
country  through  Federal  grants  and 
loans  for  public  and  other  facilities,  and 
by  providing  other  types  of  financial  as¬ 
sistance.  As  additional  social  legislation 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


H 11775 


September  13,  1967 

was  considered  by  the  committee  and 
enacted  into  law,  the  minority  made  re¬ 
peated  requests  of  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  to  authorize  the  employment 
of  a  qualified  and  experienced  economist 
on  the  minority  staff.  All  such  requests 
have  been  rejected. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Federal  economic  stim¬ 
ulation  programs  can  have  far-reaching 
impact,  either  beneficial  or  detrimental, 
upon  both  the  areas  of  the  Nation  to 
which  they  apply  and  other  areas  which 
do  not  qualify  for  the  assistance  pro¬ 
vided.  The  massive  spending  of  Federal 
funds,  together  with  required  matching 
funds,  can  substantially  affect  the 
economy  of  the  entire  Nation,  the  na¬ 
tional  debt,  inflationary  spirals  and  the 
value  of  the  dollar,  the  location  of  new 
industrial  and  commercial  enterprises, 
and  decisions  to  close  or  to  not  enlarge 
existing  enterprises. 

It  goes  almost  without  comment  that 
members  must  rely  upon  committee 
staffs,  who  are  experts  in  specialized 
fields,  to  collect  countless  volumes  of 
data  needed  for  a  full  understanding  of 
the  problems  proposed  to  be  alleviated 
by  legislation,  to  organize  and  digest  such 
material  into  manageable  proportions, 
and  to  evaluate  the  material  in  light  of 
their  specialized  knowledge  and  experi¬ 
ence.  In  the  absence  of  such  staff  assist¬ 
ance,  enactment  of  legislation  to  cure 
economic  ills  must,  to  a  large  measure, 
be  pursued  in  a  hit-or-miss  fashion  with¬ 
out  any  assurance  that  the  benefits  to 
be  produced  justify  the  cost,  or  that  the 
legislation  will  achieve  the  results 
desired. 

I  think  it  important  to  point  out  at 
this  point  that  not  only  do  the  minority 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  suffer  from  the  lack  of  an  ade¬ 
quate  number  of*  staff  members  with 
varied  professional  training  and  expe¬ 
riences,  but  so  do  the  majority  members. 
The  majority,  likewise,  has  no  economist 
on  the  committee  staff  to  review,  analyze, 
and  make  recommendations  with  respect 
to  the  ever  increasing  social  and  economic 
proposals  coming  before  the  committee. 
The  minority  needs  a  chief  clerk,  yet  it 
has  none.  It  needs  an  economist,  yet  it 
has  none.  It  needs  an  associate  counsel 
to  take  the  load  off  the  back  of  the 
majority’s  chief  counsel,  yet  they  have 
none.  They  need  additional  engineering 
assistance,  yet  they  have  none.  As  every 
Member  can  now  see,  these  staffing  prob¬ 
lems  relate  to  the  majority,  as  well  as  to 
the  minority.  For  the  second  session  of 
the  89th  Congress,  1966,  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  turned  back  over 
$100,000  in  committee  funds  which  went 
unexpended,  at  a  time  when  additional 
staff — majority  and  minority — was 
needed.  The  expenditure  of  several 
thousands  of  dollars  for  experienced, 
trained  staff,  in  the  long  run,  could  save 
the  American  taxpayers  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  I  suggest  that  the  committee  leader¬ 
ship  is  being  pennywise  and  pound- 
foolish  in  its  staff  hiring  policies.  Why 
not  have  well-qualified  and  adequately 
compensated  staff  members?  Majority 
and  minority. 

The  obvious  result  of  inadequate  staff¬ 
ing  is  that  the  committee  must  stumble 
along  as  best  it  can  without  being  able  to 


make  adequate  evaluation  of  legislation 
requested  by  the  executive  branch,  whose 
witnesses  come  before  the  committee 
armed  with  facts  and  figures  to  prove 
whatever  they  desire. 

When  faced  with  the  substantial 
amendments  contained  in  S.  602,  most 
minority  members  desired  to  rhake  a  com¬ 
plete  review  of  the  effectiveness  of  both 
the  Appalachian  program  and  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  program,  for 
there  are  obvious  deficiencies  and  objec¬ 
tionable  features  in  each.  We  desired  to 
combine  the  two  programs  into  one  na¬ 
tionwide  program  to  eliminate  duplica¬ 
tion  and  to  make  the  resulting  program 
more  effective.  We  thing  the  vast  re¬ 
sources  of  the  private  sector  of  the  econ¬ 
omy  should  be  made  an  integral  part  of 
a  comprehensive  economic  development 
program. 

When  faced  with  the  monumental  task 
of  searching  out  and  collecting  essential 
information  and  data,  visiting  represen¬ 
tative  areas  of  the  country  to  determine 
their  problems  and  needs,  conferring 
with  State  and  local  officials  and  business 
and  labor  leaders  in  an  effort  to  develop 
a  really  workable  and  effective  program, 
we  soon  came  to  the  conclusion  that  our 
limited,  though  capable,  staff  could  not 
even  make  a  dent  in  this  workload  in 
the  short  amount  of  time  available  to  us. 
Reluctantly,  I  might  say  very  reluctantly, 
we  were  forced  to  abandon,  at  this  time, 
the  development  of  constructive  alterna¬ 
tive  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  member  of  the 
ad  hoc  Subcommittee  on  Appalachia  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  during 
the  88th  Congress,  I  stressed  repeatedly 
the  need  for  a  first-hand  examination 
of  the  Appalachian  region  and  its  prob¬ 
lems.  I  repeatedly  asked  the  chairman 
of  that  ad  hoc  subcommittee  to  make 
an  official  factfinding  tour  of  the  region. 
My  requests  went  unanswered.  Likewise, 
no  factfinding  trips  were  made  into  the 
region,  to  hold  hearings  among  the  peo¬ 
ple,  during  the  89th  Congress,  when  the 
Appalachian  Act  was  enacted.  We  are 
being  asked  to  act  on  legislation  without 
first-hand  knowledge,  as  a  committee, 
of  the  area,  its  people,  and  its  problems. 

During  the  summer  of  1964,  while 
consideration  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1964  was 
proceeding  before  the  ad  hoc  subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  launched  out  with  several 
minority  staff  members  from  the  com¬ 
mittee  staff  and  my  office  staff  and  at 
my  own  expense  to  investigate  the  needs 
of  the  region.  I  held  a  full  day’s  hearings 
among  the  people  of  this  region.  What  I 
saw  and  heard  showed  to  me  conclusively 
that  the  Appalachian  program,  as  it 
stands  today,  will  not  solve  the  problems 
of  the  region  by  1971,  the  target  date 
for  the  termination  of  the  Appalachian 
regional  development  program.  It  is,  in 
my  opinion,  very  unfortunate  that  all 
members  of  the  committee  were  not 
afforded  an  opportunity  to  make  a  fact¬ 
finding  tour  of  the  region.  Even  if  all  the 
committee  members  had  been  unable  to 
make  such  a  tour,  it  could  have  been 
made  by  the  staff — if  we  had  had  a  full 
staff  complement.  But  we  did  not  then 
and  do  not  today. 

During  the  consideration  of  S.  602  by 


the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the 
overworked  and  understaffed  minority 
staff  worked  many,  many  nights  past 
midnight,  toying  to  do  the  work  which 
would  have  required  twice  the  number 
of  staff  members  to  do  justice  to  the  leg¬ 
islation.  Yet  they  stuck  with  it.  And  they 
did  a  very  commendable  job  with  the 
amendments  and  the  minority  report. 
They  are  to  be  praised  for  it.  They  should 
be  thanked.  We  have  the  most  capable 
minority  staff  on  the  Hill,  in  my  opinion, 
but  we  need  more  of  them. 

As  we  pointed  out  in  our  views  in  the 
report,  the  public  interest  is  not  served 
when  a  committee  of  the  Congress  is  un¬ 
able  to  properly  analyze  and  evaluate 
proposed  legislation  and  to  develop  al¬ 
ternative  measures  itself  because  of  the 
lack  of  professional  staff  assistance  in 
specialized  fields. 

All  Members  of  the  House  should  be 
able  to  look  to  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  for  the  detailed  evaluation  and 
fully  informed  consideration  of  legisla¬ 
tion  reported  by  the  committee.  To  the 
extent  that  the  committee  is  unable  to 
fully  discharge  its  responsibilities  be¬ 
cause  of  inadequate  staff — majority  and 
minority — Members  of  Congress  are  un¬ 
able  to  legislate  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  American  public. 

I  believe  that  the  best  guarantee  of 
sound  legislation  and  good  government 
is  knowledge  that  every  legislative  pro¬ 
posal  on  which  a  Member  of  Congress  is 
asked  to  vote  is  subjected  to  critical  an¬ 
alysis  and  evaluation,  and  that  the  vary¬ 
ing  viewpoints  are  fully  developed  in 
debate. 

For  the  two-party  system  to  work  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  American  people, 
however,  the  minority  party,  whichever 
it  may  be,  must  be  afforded  adequate 
qualified  staff  assistance  to  fully  dis¬ 
charge  its  legislative  responsibilities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  instance,  we 
have  had  to  take  the  only  course  avail¬ 
able  to  us,  and  that  is  to  attempt  to  elim¬ 
inate  the  obviously  undesirable  provi¬ 
sions  of  S.  602,  rather  than  to  propose 
a  comprehensive  alternative  measure  to 
completely  reorient  the  programs  em¬ 
braced  by  this  bill,  which  should,  in  our 
opinion,  be  done. 

I  respectfully  ask,  on  the  record,  that 
the  committee  leadership  give  further 
consideration  to  the  staff  needs  of  our 
committee — majority  and  minority.  The 
committee  will  benefit.  The  American 
people  will  benefit. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  on  the  point  of  staf¬ 
fing,  so  I  may  clarify  one  point  on  that? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  has  spoken  about  minority 
staffing  with  reference  to  this  particular 
program.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  both  the 
minority  staffing  and  the  majority  staff¬ 
ing  on  the  subcommittees  that  deal  with 
this  particular  field  have  been  supplied 
from  other  subcommittees  of  the  full 
committee,  that  the  majority  side  and 
the  minority  side  are  in  substantially  the 
same  position  with  reference  to  staffing 
on  these  committees?  Is  that  not  correct? 
No  new  people  have  been  brought  in. 
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Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
I  indicated,  both  majority  and  minority 
have  inadequate  staffs.  The  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Economic  Development 
Programs,  chaired  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmondson]  ,  has  no  staff 
of  its  own  at  all.  Its  two  staff  members 
have  been  assigned  to  it  on  a  part-time 
basis  from  another  subcommittee.  How  is 
such  a  subcommitteed  to  do  a  good  job, 
under  such  circumstances. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Is  it  not  true  that 
although  the  Public  Works  Committee 
is  deeply  and  heavily  involved  in  econom¬ 
ic  matters  we  have  no  one  with  any  par¬ 
ticular  expertise  or  experience,  on  either 
the  majority  or  the  minority  staff  of  the 
committee,  who  knows  anything  about 
economics? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  We  have  no  pro¬ 
fessionally  qualified  economist  on  either 
the  majority  or  the  minority  side  of  the 
aisle.  The  gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Is  it  not  true,  to  the 
gentleman’s  knowledge,  that  we  have 
continually  requested  this  type  and  other 
expert  staff  support? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  We  have  requested 
it  on  many  occasions. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  We  do  not  have  any 
statisticians,  and  we  do  not  have  any 
people  with  any  special  knowledge  in  the 
field  of  Appalachia,  which  essentially  is 
an  economic  development  approach  to 
unemployment,  and  we  do  not  have  any¬ 
body  with  particular  expertise,  on  either 
the  majority  or  the  minority  staff,  in  this 
regard. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Is  that  not  the  point 
the  gentleman  is  addressing  himself  to? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  That  is  exactly  the 
point  I  am  making. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  commend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  in  the  well,  because  on  this  point 
he  is  on  absolutely  and  irrefutably  sound 
ground.  There  is  no  question  that  the 
Public  Works  Committee  has  not  been 
staffed  with  the  necessary  experts  to 
really  consider  these  matters  and  really 
go  into  them. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  just  say  to  the  gentleman, 
if  there  are  not  any  economists  on  the 
staff,  you  might  be  lucky.  This  is  a  situa¬ 
tion  like  the  one  of  the  old  professor  I 
used  to  have,  who  gave  the  same  10  ques¬ 
tions  on  his  examination  every  year,  but 
everyone  did  not  get  an  A,  because  he 
changed  the  answers  every  year. 

You  might  be  better  off  because  you  do 
not  have  one  on  the  staff. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  say  for  the  record, 
I  had  not  intended  to  get  into  this  aspect 
of  the  problem,  but  I  believe  the  Mem¬ 
bers  know  that  I  and  some  others  have 
been  strong  proponents  of  adequate  mi¬ 


nority  staff,  as  being  the  only  way  the 
two-party  system  in  Congress  or  Amer¬ 
ica  can  really  work. 

In  relation  to  this  particular  matter 
of  the  EDA  Subcommittee,  the  special 
investigating  and  oversight  committee, 
the  gentleman  who  is  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma,  has  correctly  stated  that  no 
staff  has  been  made  available  for  this 
specific  purpose,  although  staff  has  been 
borrowed  from  elsewhere. 

The  staff  of  the  minority  side  is  over¬ 
borrowed.  They  do  not  have  time  to  do 
this  and  everything  else  which  needs  to 
be  done. 

I  specifically  requested,  in  the  early 
part  of  this  session,  as  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  knows,  at  least  one  additional 
minority  staff  member,  to  be  somehow 
made  available  specifically  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  trying  to  provide  staffing  for  the 
EDA  Oversight  Committee.  If  we  do  not 
have  proper  staff  for  such  an  oversight 
committee,  there  is  no  way  to  tell  what 
is  tried  and  true  and  what  will  do  the 
job  or  meet  the  problem  at  this  time,  or 
any  other  time. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  The  gentleman 
makes  a  very  good  point. 

Before  I  yield  further  to  Members  I 
should  like  to  say  that  the  gentleman 
knows  and  the  minority  Members  know 
that  our  first  attempt  was  to  rewrite 
this  bill  so  as  to  take  out  the  discrimina¬ 
tion  and  favoritism  which  is  so  patently 
evident  here.  But  we  discovered  very 
early  that  we  did  not  have  staff  available 
nor  the  necessary  time  to  do  the  kind 
of  job  we  wanted  to  do,  to  provide  what 
we  believed  would  be  better  answers  to 
the  problems  we  are  trying  to  solve  with 
legislation  of  this  type. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  FALLON.  There  has  been  some 
discussion  about  whether  the  minority 
has  been  treated  fairly  on  staffing  of  the 
subcommittee,  or  whether  help  has  been 
given  to  the  minority. 

May  I  say  that  when  we  were  the  mi¬ 
nority  party  and  were  minority  members 
of  the  committee,  we  had  one  minority 
employee  on  our  committee.  That  was 
when  we  were  in  the  minority. 

Today  the  minority  has  eight,  and  that 
compares  with  not  that  much  of  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  staff  of  the  full  committee. 
There  has  been  no  increase  in  the  staff 
of  the  full  committee  at  all,  but  the 
minority  has  eight  employees,  more 
than  we  had  when  we  were  in  the 
minority. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  a  question? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  chairman  knows 
my  position  on  this  matter.  Is  it  not  true, 
I  ask  the  distinguished  chairman,  that 
early  this  year,  on  behalf  of  the  minor¬ 
ity,  I  did  request  staffing  specifically  for 
the  purpose  of  helping  to  staff  the 
minority  on  the  EDA  Oversight  Com¬ 
mittee?  Is  that  not  a  correct  statement? 
That  is  what  I  said. 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  a  correct  state- 
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ment,  but  there  are  eight  minority  em¬ 
ployees,  from  the  staffing  of  the 
committee. 

When  we  were  in  the  minority  we  had 
only  one.  I  might  say  we  were  very  much 
more  generous  and  fair  when  we  staffed 
the  committees  when  we  were  in  power 
than  was  true  when  we  were  in  the 
minority. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  As  far  as  this  Member 
is  concerned,  I  am  living  in  the  present 
and  I  am  dealing  with  present  problems. 
I  know  we  have  a  serious  problem  with 
staffing  on  our  side.  We  only  have  eight 
out  of  36  staff  members.  The  best  evi¬ 
dence  of  this  is  that  on  the  EDA  Over¬ 
sight  Committee,  we  believe  our  request 
for  an  additional  member  for  that  spe¬ 
cific  committee  was  well  justified. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  who  is  responsible  for 
this  legislation  on  the  floor  today,  has 
not  complained  about  the  help  or  the 
type  of  help  given  him  in  getting  the  bill 
on  the  floor  today.  We  feel  the  people 
who  have  been  working  on  this  bill  this 
year  have  been  very  competent  and  very 
satisfactory  to  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  for  one  moment 
further? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  You  are  taking  all 
of  my  time,  and  I  want  to  make  some  ob¬ 
servations  on  this  point  as  well  as  other 
material.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  simply  wanted  to 
concur  wholeheartedly  in  what  the  chair¬ 
man  just  said  about  the  absence  of  any 
complaint  on  behalf  of  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee.  I  know  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  subcommittee 
felt  differently  about  it,  but  I  also  know 
that  the  ranking  minority  member  has 
had  the  benefit  of  a  very  able  man  with 
a  great  deal  of  time  and  experience  de¬ 
voted  to  it  on  the  minority  side.  In  the 
same  way  we  have  had  the  benefit  of  a 
very  able  man  from  the  general  staff  to 
assist  us.  I  am  personally  more  interested 
in  ability  and  quality  than  I  am  in  quan¬ 
tity. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
quest  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  We  do  not  have  any 
time.  Perhaps  the  gentleman  on  the  other 
side  will  be  able  to  yield  to  you. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  the  gentleman  2  additional  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  The  minority  has 
committed  itself  to  a  new  policy  on  mi¬ 
nority  staffing.  I  have  introduced  legis¬ 
lation  to  grant  the  minority,  whatever 
it  may  be  at  the  time,  40  percent  of  the 
staff  available  to  the  committee  in  any 
session  of  the  Congress. 

WATERSHED  PROJECTS  FOR  APPALACHIA 

Now  I  would  like  to  cover  one  other 
point.  This  is  the  discrimination  which 
is  so  evident  here. 

I  am  a  conservationist.  I  am  keenly 
aware  of  the  importance  of  watersheds 
in  the  food-producing  areas  of  the  United 
States.  Those  of  you  who  follow  this 
problem  closely  know  that  the  present 
program  calls  for  completing  the  water¬ 
sheds  in  these  areas  by  the  year  2000,  but 
that  is  too  late.  This  area  in  this  bill 
comes  under  the  same  program  for 
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watersheds  that  the  entire  United  States 
does,  but  through  this  program  you  have 
created  10  additional  watershed  projects 
or  structures  for  early  completion.  That 
is  discrimination.  You  have  Appalachia 
favored  treatment  on  land  that  does  not 
compare  in  any  way  with  the  Midwest 
lands  which  need  watersheds  much  more 
urgently  than  this  area  does. 

SECTION  203:  MISDIRECTED,  DISCRIMINATORY, 
UNWISE,  UNTIMELY,  AND  CRUEL 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  number  of  minority 
members  of  the  committee  felt  con¬ 
strained  to  include  supplemental  views  in 
the  report  on  S.  602,  voicing  strong  op¬ 
position  to  section  203  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Act  of  1965,  entitled  “Land  Sta¬ 
bilization,  Conservation,  and  Erosion 
Control,”  and  the  provisions  of  section 
108  of  S.  602,  as  reported,  to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  203,  to  authorize  additional  appro¬ 
priations  to  carry  out  that  section. 

The  majority  and  the  minority  op¬ 
posed  the  enactment  of  a  similar  section 
in  1964,  for  fear  that  it  would  put  addi¬ 
tional  pastureland  into  production.  The 
minority  opposed  the  enactment  of  sec¬ 
tion  203  of  the  act  ir.  1965,  feeling  that 
assurances  made  to  assuade  fears  of  the 
section  were  inadequate.  I  feel  that  op¬ 
position  to  this  particularly  unfair  and 
discriminatory  section  should  not  lapse 
and  that  opposition  to  any  expansion  of 
the  program  or  any  additional  authori¬ 
zations  for  appropriations  to  carry  out 
the  section  is  essential.  I  am  joined  in 
this  view  by  a  number  of  members  of 
the  committee. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  our 
opposition  to  this  section. 

First,  the  section  is  patently  discrimi¬ 
natory  to  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 

Second,  section  203  funds  for  erosion 
control  are  being  expended  for  the  im¬ 
provement  of  pastureland  and  cropland, 
and  for  fencing,  hunting,  fishing  and 
sporting  improvements,  and  recreation. 

Third,  this  is  a  most  unauspicious  time 
to  be  spending  money  on  pastureland 
improvement  to  support  larger  beef 
stocks. 

Fourth,  section  203  has  the  effect  of 
subsidizing  dying,  marginal  farmland. 

And  last,  the  administration  unwisely 
seeks  increased  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  for  section  203  while  at  the 
same  time  failing  to  ask  for  appropria¬ 
tions  even  equal  to  the  authorizations  for 
the  past  fiscal  years. 

Let  us  look  at  these  in  more  detail  for 
a  moment. 

SECTION  203  IS  PATENTLY  DISCRIMINATORY 

The  fact  that  this  section  is  patently 
discriminatory  to  the  rest  of  the  Nation 
is  beyond  question.  Yet  Appalachia  is  not 
a  particularly  productive  agricultural 
area.  To  a  great  degree,  if  not  for  the 
most  part,  it  is  a  land  of  upthrust  moun¬ 
tain  and  of  narrow  valleys,  a  land  of  bar¬ 
ren  rock  and  scarred  earth.  Yet,  under 
the  provisions  of  section  203,  this  region 
is  being  given  federally  financed  prefer¬ 
ential  treatment  over  the  more  produc¬ 
tive  agricultural  areas  of  our  Nation, 
areas  which  are  in  in  many  instances  in 
dire  need  of  preserving  immeasurably 
valuable  and  fertile  topsoil  through  en¬ 
hanced  conservation,  erosion  control,  and 
land  stabilization  measures.  The  special 
treatment  being  afforded  to  Appalachian 


farmers  is  most  unfair  to  other  sections 
of  the  Nation  which  need  additional  as¬ 
sistance  to  save  valuable  topsoil  that  is 
an  essential  national  resource. 

The  funds  expended  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  about  10  watershed  projects  in 
the  Appalachian  region  since  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  1965  Act,  for  instance,  could 
have  been  much  better  expended  in  areas 
of  tremendous  agricultural  production 
and  topsoil  value,  such  as  the  plains 
region  of  our  great  Midwest  and  the 
black  belt  of  the  Deep  South. 

SECTION  203  FUNDS  BEING  EXPENDED  ON 
QUESTIONABLE  ITEMS 

It  was  disturbing  to  us  to  find  that 
section  203  funds  for  erosion  control  are 
being  expended  for  the  improvement  of 
pastureland  and  cropland,  and  for  fenc¬ 
ing,  hunting,  fishing  and  sporting  im¬ 
provements,  and  recreation.  There  is  no 
provision  in  section  203  which  prohibits 
the  expenditure  of  funds  under  the  sec¬ 
tion  for  the  improvement  of  pastureland. 
In  the  words  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Wright],  a  member  of  the 
committee : 

I  ask  you  if  you  can  find  in  that  entire 
section  (section  203)  one  word  that  relates 
to  livestock  or  one  word  that  relates  to  pas¬ 
ture  land. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Wright]  was  right  in  making  that  com¬ 
ment  during  the  1965  hearings  on  the 
legislation.  Pastureland  is  not  mentioned 
once  in  the  text  of  the  act.  Democrats 
and  Republicans  alike  fought  in  1964  and 
again  in  1965  to  obtain  assurance- that 
section  203  would  not  be  used  for  the 
improvement  of  pastureland,  which 
would  give  beef  producers  in  Appalachia 
a  federally  financed  advantage  over  food 
producers  in  other  areas.  Yet  with  what 
were  regarded  as  reasonable  assurances 
from  those  in  this  body  responsible  for 
the  enactment  of  the  legislation,  section 
203  was  enacted  in  1965. 

What  were  some  of  these  reasonable 
assurances  during  the  1965  delibera¬ 
tions?  Let  me  quote  briefly  from  a  few 
such  assurances: 

In  hearings  before  the  ad  hoc  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  March  3,  1965,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Wright]  commented: 

Tlae  first  thing  I  think  we  must  establish 
is  that,  contrary  to  the  expressions  made  by 
the  minority,  this  section  203  is  not  a  live¬ 
stock  section  in  this  bill  this  year.  *  *  * 
[This]  bill  contains  no  such  feature  as  that. 
*  *  *  I  ask  you  if  you  can  find  in  that  entire 
section  one  word  that  relates  to  livestock  or 
one  word  that  relates  to  pasture  land.  *  *  * 
So,  unless  you  want  to  believe  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  the  committee,  and  the  -  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  are  all  misleading  us,  and  de¬ 
liberately  so,  then  this  is  not  a  livestock  sec¬ 
tion. 

* 

During  floor  debate  in  the  other  body, 
the  floor  manager  for  the  legislation,  the 
senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  now 
the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  stated  emphatically: 
“It  is  not  a  pasture  program.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  are  assurances  at 
greater  length : 

“Mr.  Wright.  *  *  *  The  first  thing  I  think 
we  must  establish  is  that,  contrary  to  the 
expressions  made  by  the  minority,  this  sec¬ 
tion  203  is  not  a  livestock  section  in  this  bill 
this  year.  It  has  been  entirely  and  completely 
rewritten  from  the  bill  under  committee 


consideration  last  year  to  which  they  have 
referred.  It  is  quite  true,  as  the  gentleman 
explained,  that  last  year  I  personally  stated 
if  that  bill  then  presenting  a  program  en¬ 
couraging  livestock  production  on  25  acres 
of  land  were  to  come  to  the  floor  in  that 
form,  I  would  offer  a  motion  to  strike  out 
that  particular  section.  I  strongly  felt  that 
it  would  not  be  fair  to  encourage  anybody 
to  think  he  could  have  a  viable  livestock 
operation  on  25  acres  of  land.  Nor  was  it  fair 
to  others  throughout  the  country  who  have 
been  struggling  all  along  to  make  a  living 
in  the  livestock  industry,  where  prices  are 
falling,  to  put  others  into  competition  with 
them. 

“But  this  bill  contains  no  such  feature  as 
that.  (Emphasis  added.) 

“I  invite  your  attention  to  section  203  as 
completely  rewritten  in  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee,  and  again  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and 
I  ask  you  if  you  can  find  in  that  entire  sec¬ 
tion  one  word  that  relates  to  livestock  or  one 
word  that  relates  to  pasture  land.  (Emphasis 
added.)  This  section  is  an  attempt  to  control 
the  erosion  and  siltation,  the  washing  away 
of  the  remaining  acres  of  top  soil  which 
would  provide  the  economic  possibility  of 
help  for  these  small  farmers  who  have  tried 
and  are  trying  to  live  and  earn  their  living 
there. 

“A  few  days  ago,  I  asked  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  if  there  was  anything  in  the 
section  which  he  could  or  would  use  or  per¬ 
mit  to  be  used  to  encourage  widespread  ex¬ 
pansion  of  livestock  operations.  He  per¬ 
sonally  assured  me  that  there  was  not,  and 
said  emphatically  that  such  would  not  be  the 
intent  or  purpose  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  So,  unless  you  want  to  believe  that 
the  Senate,  the  committee,  and  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  are  all  misleading  us,  and  de¬ 
liberately  so,  then  this  is  not  a  livestock 
section.”  (Emphasis  added.)  This  is  from 
the  remarks  of  Rep.  James  C.  Wright,  Jr., 
Congressional  Record,  March  3,  1965,  daily 
edition,  p.  3901. 

“Mr.  Randolph.  *  *  *  To  return  to  the 
substitute  amendment  for  section  203,  we 
retain  the  same  funds  which  were  authorized 
in  Senate  3  as  it  was  offered.  However,  in  the 
Public  Works  Committee  we  have  broadened 
the  program,  and  it  is  oriented  more  spe¬ 
cifically  toward  soil  conservation,  land  im¬ 
provement,  and  erosion  and  sediment  con¬ 
trols. 

“I  emphasize  the  fact  that  the  committee 
amendment  provides  no  assistance  for  beef 
raising,  and  it  is  not  a  pasture  program.” 
(Emphasis  added.)  This  quote  is  from  the 
remarks  of  Senator  Jennings  Randolph. 
Floor  Manager  for  the  legislation,  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  January  29,  1965,  daily  edi¬ 
tion,  p.  1539f. 

“Section  203  embodies  provisions  aimed 
at  conserving  the  land  resources  of  the  reg¬ 
ion.  *  *  *  Such  practices  as  terracing,  up¬ 
stream  tanks,  flood-control  ponds,  and  the 
planting  of  leguminous  crops  can  be  of  great 
long-range  benefit.”  This  statement  is  from 
House  Report  No.  51,  89th  Cong.,  1st  Sess., 
entitled  “Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,”  p.  15. 

"Mr.  Cramer.  How  do  you  consider  this  an 
imporvement  over  that,  since  the  most  ob¬ 
jectionable  section — one  of  them  I  think  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  even  suggested  before 
the  Rules  Committee  that  he  felt  it  should 
be  deleted  from  the  bill?  How  does  this  meet 
the  objection  raised  by  many  members  of 
this  committee? 

“Mr.  Sweeney.  I  would  rather  have  Mr. 
Wright  answer,  if  the  gentleman  would  yield. 

“Mr.  Wright.  Yes;  I  would  say  that  this 
new  section  inserted  by  the  other  body  fully 
meets  the  objection  that  those  of  us  had  to 
the  section  originally  contained  in  the  bill, 
in  that  we  felt  that  section  issuing  an  invi¬ 
tation  and  encouragement  to  the  expanded 
operation  of  cattle  was  putting  people  in  the 
Appalachian  region  not  only  in  competition 
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with  a  distressed  industry  in  our  country  hut 
on  the  other  hand  was  putting  them  into  an 
unprofitable  and  uneconomic  business,  which 
they  would  not  find  viable  themselves. 

“*  *  *  So  I  think  it  is  an  entirely  different 
philosophy  we  have  in  this  section;  and  I 
think  it  completely  meets  the  objections 
of  those  of  us  who  found  the  other  bill 
wholly  unacceptable.”  This  colloquy  is  from 
hearings  before  the  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittee 
on  Appalachia,  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  February  3,  1965;  printed  as  Commit¬ 
tee  Print  No.  89-2,  p.  53f. 

Thus,  with  such  assurances  as  these, 
section  203  was  enacted  without  the 
opposition  which  had  arisen  to  confront 
it  the  previous  year. 

Yet  today,  section  203  money  is  being 
expended  by  the  administration  to  im¬ 
prove  pastureland.  I  do  not,  at  all, 
question  the  faith  of  those  in  Congress 
who  gave  us  these  assurances.  They 
were  acting  on  what  they  had  been  told 
by  the  administration  spokesmen.  It  is 
the  administration  whose  assurances  I 
question  here  today.  What  I  have  just 
quoted  reflects  these  assurances  to  this 
body. 

The  most  recent  figures  on  expendi¬ 
tures  under  section  203  indicate  that  over 
three-fourth  of  all  funds  expended  have 
been  either  for  improvement  of  existing 
pastureland  and  cropland  or  for  the  con¬ 
version  of  unused  land  into  pastureland 
and  cropland,  with  the  remainder  of  the 
expenditures  being  made  for  the  con¬ 
version  of  existing  pastureland  and  crop¬ 
land  into  forest  land  and  for  other  ques¬ 
tionable  purposes. 

“What  kind  of  questionable  purposes?” 
you  ask.  To  our  great  surprise,  we  have 
also  discovered  that  section  203  funds — 
intended  for  land  stabilization,  conserva¬ 
tion,  and  erosion  control — have  been  ex¬ 
pended  for  such  diverse  items  as  pasture- 
land  fencing,  hunting  and  fishing 
enhancement,  sports  facilities  improve¬ 
ments,  and  recreation. 

In  our  opinion,  this  is  pure  nonsense, 
and  we  stated  so  in  the  supplemental 
views  on  the  bill  before  us. 

TIN  AUSPICIOUS  TIME  FOR  PASTURELAND 
IMPROVEMENT 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  this  is  a  most 
unauspicious  time  to  be  spending  Federal 
money  on  pastureland  improvement  to 
support  larger  beef  stocks. 

During  the  past  half  decade,  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  beef  in  the  United  States  and 
the  importation  of  beef  reached  alltime 
highs,  resulting  in  the  decline  of  gross 
cash  receipts  for  beef  producers  and  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  average  net  price  of  beef 
for  the  producer.  Although  this  problem 
is  not  as  critical  today  as  it  was  several 
years  ago,  it  still  remains  a  problem  of 
great  concern  for  our  beef-producing 
and  dairy  areas. 

Since  the  committee  began  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  amendments  to  the  1965 
act,  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  dis¬ 
cuss  section  203  of  the  1965  act  and 
amendments  thereto  embodied  in  this 
bill  with  many  beef  producers  and  dairy 
farmers  in  the  Midwest.  These  men,  who 
earn  their  living  from  the  production  of 
beef  and  dairy  products,  should  not  be 
penalized  by  unfair  competition  from 
federally  assisted  beef  production  in  Ap¬ 
palachia.  These  men  are  still  very  much 
concerned  over  the  unfair  treatment 
they  are  receiving  because  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  203. 


DYING,  MARGINAL  FARMLAND  SUBSIDIZED  BY 
SECTION  203 

Section  203  has  the  effect  of  subsidiz¬ 
ing  dying,  marginal  farmland.  As  we 
pointed  out  in  the  supplemental  views, 
providing  Federal  assistance  to  farms  of 
a  marginal  character  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  cropland  and  pastureland  will 
have  the  effect  of  subsidizing  these  mar¬ 
ginal  units  and  thus  prolonging  the  in¬ 
evitable  closing  of  uneconomic  farm 
units  and  delaying  the  development  of 
higher  and  better  uses  of  such  land. 

We  feel  this  section  will  perpetuate 
the  status  quo  rather  than  doing  away 
with  rural  poverty. 

ADMINISTRATION  CANNOT  JUSTIFY  REQUESTS 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  the  administra¬ 
tion  unwisely  seeks  increased  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  appropriations  for  section  203 
while  at  the  same  time  failing  to  ask  for 
appropriations  even  equal  to  the  author¬ 
izations  for  past  fiscal  years.  The  admin¬ 
istration’s^  own  budgetary  actions  with 
respect  to  section  203  show  better  than 
anything  else  that  the  program  is  not 
needed  in  Appalachia.  The  1965  act  au¬ 
thorized  the  appropriation  of  $17  million 
to  carry  out  section  203  for  the  last  3 
months  of  fiscal  year  1965  and  for  all  of 
fiscal  years  1966  and  1967. 

Despite  the  administration’s  cries 
about  the  need  for  these  funds  in  the 
Appalachian  region,  the  administration 
requested  only  $12.88  million  appropri¬ 
ations  for  section  203  for  that  27-month 
period.  This  was  some  $4.12  million  less 
than  that  authorized  by  the  Congress, 
an  authorization  in  the  amount  the  ad¬ 
ministration  requested.  Of  the  $12.88 
million  requested  by  the  administration, 
only  $10  million  was  appropriated  by  an 
administration-dominated  89th  Con¬ 
gress.  The  $10  million  appropriated  is 
slightly  more  than  one-half  of  the  au¬ 
thorizations  for  the  section.  To  me,  this 
does  not  indicate  a  great  need  for  sec¬ 
tion  203  expenditures  in  Appalachia. 

Despite  the  obvious  lag  in  implementa¬ 
tion  of  this  section,  the  administration 
has  asked  for  an  increased  authorization 
for  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  1968 
and  1969,  to  carry  out  section  203,  in 
the  amount  of  an  amazing  $19  million. 
Yet  the  administration  has  requested  an 
appropriation  of  only  $3  million  of  this 
$19  million  for  fiscal  year  1968,  leaving 
an  authorization  balance  of  $16  million 
for  fiscal  year  1969.  The  request  of  a 
mere  $3  million  for  fiscal  year  IS 38  in¬ 
dicates  to  me  that  this  program  is  not 
needed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  this 
closing  statement.  At  the  proper  time 
amendments  will  be  presented  which  will 
vastly  improve  this  bill.  I  have  one  which 
will  strike  title  I,  not  with  the  view  of 
halting  the  objectives  of  this  program 
but  with  a  view  toward  going  back  and 
taking  a  new  look  at  the  total  need  for 
all  of  the  United  States  so  that  the 
methods  of  solving  the  problems  in  the 
Appalachia  region  can  be  applied  na¬ 
tionwide,  and  with  such  a  revised  pro¬ 
gram  we  could  eliminate  waste  and  fool¬ 
ishness  and  duplication  and  thus  have 
a  program  which  we  can  truly  say  is  a 
creative  Federal  program. 

(Mr.  SCHWENGEL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 


September  13,  1967 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  count. 
[After  counting.]  Seventy-four  Members 
are  present,  not  a  quorum.  The  Clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  260] 


Adair 

Flynt 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Aspinall 

Gallagher 

Pirnie 

Baring 

Green,  Oreg. 

Resnick 

Bell 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rivers 

Brademas 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Rumsfeld 

Celler 

Hawkins 

St  Germain 

Clawson,  Del 

Hubert 

Saylor 

Cohelan 

Holland 

Sikes 

Collier 

Irwin 

Ullman 

Conyers 

Kazen 

Vander  Jagt 

Corman 

McCarthy 

Willis 

Daddario 

McCulloch 

Wilson, 

Diggs 

McMillan 

Charles  H. 

Dulski 

May 

Wolff 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wyatt 

Evins,  Term. 

Multer 

Feighan 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Price  of  Illinois,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  S.  602,  and  finding  itself 
-'without  a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the 
roll  to  be  called,  when  382  Members  re¬ 
sponded  to  their  names,  a  quorum,  and 
he  submitted  herewith  the  names  of 
the  absentees  to  be  spread  upon  the 
Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Con- 
able]. 

(Mr.  CONABLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CONABLE.  Mr^  Chairman,  I  am 
voting  against  this  bill  again  this  year 
despite  the  fact  that  it  has  been  generally 
conceded  to  be  one  of  the  better  run 
Great  Society  programs.  I  am  sure  there 
is  considerable  virtue  in  the  program, 
and  that  it  benefits  some  persons  in  a 
depressed  part  of  the  country.  It  is  80 
percent  a  highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram,  and  as  such,  it  takes  some  pressure 
off  State  highway  construction  and  per¬ 
mits  other  highway  funds  to  be  allocated 
in  greater  proportion  to  other  sections  of 
the  country  not  fortunate — or  unfortu¬ 
nate — enough  to  be  physically  part  of  the 
Appalachian  chain. 

But  this  does  not  mean  that  the  cri¬ 
teria  of  the  program  are  sound.  It  still 
rests  on  discriminatory  geographic  fac¬ 
tors  rather  than  economic  factors.  No 
matter  how  much  we  vote  to  broaden  the 
program  geographically — efforts  I  will 
generally  support — some  deprived  parts 
of  the  country  still  will  not  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  under  this  bill  to  prove  their 
claims  to  Federal  participation  in  public 
works  designed  to  improve  their  eco¬ 
nomic  climate. 

I  must  confess  this  is  another  reason 
why  I  am  not  supporting  this  bill,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  am  sitting  in  the  daily  delib¬ 
erations  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Com¬ 
mittee,  having  witnesses  testify  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  President’s  surtax  proposal 
as  an  antidote  for  the  poor  fiscal  condi¬ 
tion  of  the  country.  We  are  told  con- 
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stantly  that  the  poor  will  suffer  the  most 
from  the  inevitable  inflationary  results 
of  a  Federal  deficit  in  excess  of  $25  bil¬ 
lion.  And  I  am  satisfied  from  soundings 
of  my  own  that  the  tax  surcharge  can¬ 
not  be  passed  at  this  point,  largely  be¬ 
cause  of  a  failure  of  support  by  those 
small  liberal  Democrats  of  whose  vision 
of  the  larger  role  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  this  bill  speaks.  Mr.  Chairman, 
something  has  to  give,  whether  some  in 
this  Chamber  are  willing  to  admit  it  or 
not.  I  do  not  enjoy  voting  against  this 
kind  of  program  any  more  than  anyone 
else,  but  the  time  is  late  and  the  condi¬ 
tion  serious.  Since  this  is  primarily  a 
public  works  bill,  with  a  discriminatory 
geographic  base,  we  can  cut  one-half 
billion  dollars  here  much  more  easily 
than  in  many  other  authorization  bills 
that  will  be  before  us. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con¬ 
sume  to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Montgomery], 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  Amendments  of 
1967.  Of  particular  interest  to  me  is  the 
addition  of  20  northeast  Mississippi 
counties  to  the  Appalachian  program,  of 
which  three  are  located  in  my  congres¬ 
sional  district. 

I  have  watched  very  closely  the  re¬ 
sults  of  the  Appalachian  program  as  it 
has  been  applied  in  the  several  States  in¬ 
volved  since  its  enactment.  I  find  this  to 
be  one  of  the  best  programs  ever  enact¬ 
ed  by  the  Congress  to  assist  the  under¬ 
developed  areas  of  our  Nation. 

The  program  was  born  out  of  the  de¬ 
sire  of  the  people  in  the  area,  working 
through  their  Governors  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  in  a  true  spirit  of  partner¬ 
ship.  This  partnership  has  demonstrated 
beyond  our  fondest  dreams  what  can  be 
done  when  local  initiative  and  know-how, 
coupled  with  our  Federal  capability,  are 
put  to  work  on  economic  problems. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  and  of  the  full  Committee 
on  Public  Works  for  adding  20  counties 
in  Mississippi  to  the  area  designated  to 
participate  in  the  benefits  authorized  in 
the  bill.  I  had  hoped  26  counties  in  Mis¬ 
sissippi  that  have  a  real  desire  to  become 
a  part  of  this  program  could  be  includ¬ 
ed.  The  judgment  of  the  committees  was 
such  that  the  area  of  my  State  added 
was-limited  to  the  20  counties  included. 

It  is  not  only  desirable  but  inevitable 
that  northeast  Mississippi  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  Appalachian  program.  The 
economic  structure  of  northeast  Missis¬ 
sippi  is,  and  has  been,  historically  an  in¬ 
tegral  and  inseparable  part  of  the  south¬ 
ern  Appalachian  region.  Geograph¬ 
ically,  these  20  counties  are  a  part  of 
and  contiguous  to  the  southern  Appa¬ 
lachian  range,  sharing  common  problems 
and  potentialities.  It  is  my  firm  belief 
that  the  addition  of  these  counties  to  the 
Appalachian  program  will  be  mutually 
beneficial  to  all  concerned. 

I  would  like  to  respectfully  request 
that  my  colleagues  join  me  in  supporting 
this  very  important  measure. 

(Mr.  MONTGOMERY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 


Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con¬ 
sume  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Abernethy]. 

(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

[Mr.  ABERNETHY  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Kee],  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  member 
of  the  ad  hoc  committee  and  of  the  full 
committee  which  considered  this  legis¬ 
lation,  I  rise  to  enthusiastically  support 
the  bill  now  under  consideration. 

At  this  time  I  highly  commend  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Jones],  the  chairman  of  our  ad  hoc 
committee,  for  his  thorough  and  objec¬ 
tive  presentation  made  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  was  requested 
by  the  Governors  of  the  States  in  the 
Appalachian  region. 

The  Commission  resulted  following 
long  and  thorough  discussions  which 
actually  started  in  1960. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  States  in  the  Ap¬ 
palachia  region  did  not  and  do  not  have 
the  financial  resources  to  do  the  job  that 
must  be  done.  I  compliment  these  Gov¬ 
ernors  because  they  did  not  sit  down  and 
cry  and  wring  their  hands.  They  did 
something  about  it.  The  individual 
States  asked  for  this  help.  The  Commis¬ 
sion  has  been  in  operation  now  for  2 
years.  During  this  period  of  time  it  is 
amazing  to  see  the  close  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  the  States  and  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  starting  so  effectively  to  solve 
the  problems  of  the  region.  My  entire 
home  State  of  West  Virginia  is  in  the 
heart  of  the  Appalachia  region.  It 
should  be  noted  that  every  decision  made 
by  the  Commission — that  is,  the  Federal 
coordinator  and  each  of  the  Governors, 
has  been  by  unanimous  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  accomplishment 
has  been  unexcelled.  Through  this  leg¬ 
islation  the  Appalachia  region  is  mov¬ 
ing  ahead  economically.  With  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  legislative  proposal  before  us 
today  the  Appalachia  region  will  not  only 
have  a  chance  but  it  will  make  its  full 
contribution  to  our  national  output  and 
to  our  national  wealth;  it  will  continue 
to  create  and  make  its  contribution  to 
a  stronger  America. 

The  two  most  effective  provisions  of. 
this  act  provide  for  assistance.  These 
two  items  are:  First,  the  construction 
over  a  period  of  6  years  of  the  Appalachia 
highway  program.  Specifically  this  is  de¬ 
velopment  highways  and  access  roads  so 
essential  to  our  economic  growth  and  de¬ 
velopment.  Second,  the  vocational  edu¬ 
cational  facilities  to  train  those  about  to 
enter  the  labor  force  and  to  the  upgrad¬ 
ing  of  skills  for  those  presently  unem¬ 
ployed  so  that  they  can  qualify  for  pro¬ 
ductive  employment  in  private  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  brief,  the  Federal 
funds  that  have  been  spent  and  which 
will  be  spent  under  this  program  will 


prove  to  be  an  investment  in  the  future 
of  our  Nation.  Mr.  Chairman,  therefore, 
because  I  have  seen  with  my  own  eyes, 
coming  from  the  heart  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachia  region,  the  justification  for  this 
investment  to  create  a  sound  economic 
base,  I  respectfully  urge  my  colleagues 
to  support  this  legislation  without 
amendment. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEE.  I  will  be  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  want  to  commend  my 
friend  for  the  statement  he  has  made 
and  commend  the  sponsors  of  this  leg¬ 
islation.  I  also  wish  to  express  my  sup¬ 
port  for  this  legislation,  especially  the 
provisions  of  title  II  which  are  impor¬ 
tant  to  the  four  States  in  the  four  cor¬ 
ners  region,  that  is,  Arizona,  Utah,  Colo¬ 
rado,  and  New  Mexico. 

(Mr.  UDALL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  S.  602,  re¬ 
vising  and  extending  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  and 
amending  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  will 
be  of  particular  value  to  the  four  corners 
region  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah, 
and  Arizona. 

This  region,  the  most  recent  to  be  des¬ 
ignated  as  such  under  title  V  of  the  latter 
act,  now  has  a  distinguished  Federal  co- 
chairman,  the  Honorable  Orren  Beaty, 
Jr.  Mr.  Beaty  was  nominated  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident,  confirmed  by  the  Senate,  and  on 
August  17,  1967,  took  his  oath  of  office. 
Together  with  the  Governors  of  the  four 
participating  States  he  has  moved  rapidly 
to  inaugurate  regional  economic  develop¬ 
ment  planning  in  our  region.  Next  Tues¬ 
day,  September  19,  the  organizational 
meeting  of  the  Four  Corners  Regional 
Commission  is  to  take  place,  at  the  point 
where  the  four  States  come  together. 

The  92  counties  of  the  four  States  in 
the  four  corners  region  will  benefit 
promptly  from  the  passage  of  S.  602  as 
recommended  by  the  committee.  While 
a  thoroughgoing  comprehensive,  region¬ 
wide  development  plan  is  worked  out, 
substantial  progress  can  be  shown  by  the 
supplemental  funds  that  will  be  made 
available  by  this  proposed  act.  Our  ex¬ 
perience  with,  and  reports  on,  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program  graphically  demon¬ 
strate  the  value  of  supplemental  assist¬ 
ance  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs. 
Authorization  of  $5  million,  per  region, 
for  fiscal  year  1968,  and  $10  million,  per 
region,  for  fiscal  year  1969  will  be  of  sub¬ 
stantial  help  to  the  regional  commissions. 
The  Federal  cochairmen  have  already  be¬ 
gun  work  on  the  best  possible  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  supplemental  funds  sought  to 
be  made  available.  The  regional  Com¬ 
missions,  composed  of  the  Governors  and 
the  Federal  cochairmen,  must  approve 
each  program  or  project  in  accordance 
with  established  criteria.  All  will  be  based 
on  a  long-range  comprehensive  economic 
plan.  This  amendment  will  permit  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Federal  share  up  to  80  per¬ 
cent  in  any  covered  program.  All  appli¬ 
cations  for  such  supplements  must  come 
through  the  State  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission. 
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I  strongly  urge  the  adoption  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KEE.  I  am  delighted  to  yield  to  the 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  compliment  the  distinguished 
gentleman  on  his  statement  and  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  his  position.  I  also  wish 
to  say  that  he  has  been  one  of  those  who 
have  really  fought  for  this  program  and 
he  has  been  a  bulwark  of  strength  in  his 
support  of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  at  this  time  wish 
to  pay  my  respects  to  this  fine  committee 
and  the  excellent  work  of  our  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  who  for  years  has 
been  one  of  the  builders  of  America  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  as  a  Member  of  the  House. 

Mr.  KEE.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for 
that  statement. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEE.  I  am  delighted  to  yield  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Flood]. 

(Mr.  FLOOD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support 
the  pending  bill  which  revises  and  ex¬ 
tends  the  Appalachian  Regional  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  of  1965. 

For  the  impact  which  it  has  had  in  my 
own  district  and  on  the  State  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  I  must  say  that  the  Appalachian 
regional  development  program  is  one  of 
the  best  programs  enacted  as  long  as  I 
have  been  a  Member  of  Congress. 

The  Appalachian  region  convers  a  lot 
of  territory  from  New  York  to  Alabama 
and  contains  a  lot  of  problems  which 
have  to  be  corrected  if  the  region  is  to 
share  fully  in  the  national  economic  pros¬ 
perity.  Northeastern  Pennsylvania  is 
quite  different  from  eastern  Kentucky 
just  as  northern  Alabama  is  quite  dif¬ 
ferent  from  western  North  Carolina.  Yet 
all  of  these  Appalachian  States  have 
something  in  common.  They  all  share  a 
particular  problem  or  set  of  problems 
which  have  retarded  their  economic 
growth  throughout  the  century. 

The  genius  of  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  is  that  it  is  designed  to  permit 
solutions  for  different  problems  peculiar 
to  the  several  areas  of  the  region. 

The  anthracite  region  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  has  for  almost  a  century  suf¬ 
fered  heavy  consequences  from  the 
mining  of  the  world’s  largest  deposits  of 
anthracite  coal.  The  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  has  in  its  short  lifetime  brought 
new  hope  to  the  people  of  northeastern 
Pennsylvania  by  dealing  with  one  of  the 
area’s  most  serious  problems  today — the 
debris  left  from  a  hundred  years  of  in¬ 
tensive  mining. 

Let  me  illustrate  how  this  works  under 
the  Appalachian  program  as  applied  to 
my  part  of  Appalachia  and  to  the  part 
of  Appalachia  represented  by  Mr.  Per¬ 
kins  and  Mr.  Carter  in  eastern  Ken¬ 
tucky.  Northeastern  Pennsylvania  is  not 
receiving  highways  under  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  highway  development  system  be¬ 
cause  when  this  regionwide  system  was 
planned  in  1965,  northeastern  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  was  very  adequately  served  by  the 


Interstate  System.  Five  Interstate  high¬ 
ways  criss-cross  the  Wilkes-Barre- 
Scranton  area,  providing  excellent  ac¬ 
cess  to  New  York,  Philadelphia,  New 
England,  Canada,  and  the  Midwest. 

Eastern  Kentucky — and  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  I  might  add — showed  a  very  great 
need  for  new  modem  highways  to  serve 
areas  which  are  bypassed  by  the  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System  and  it  is  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  and  West  Virginia  where  almost 
900  miles  of  Appalachian  highways  will 
be  built — where  the  need  is  greatest. 
This,  I  believe,  is  as  it  should  be. 

On  the  other  hand,  anthracite  Penn¬ 
sylvania  has  a  very  serious  problem 
which  is  highly  unique.  Hundreds  of 
square  miles  of  land  are  threatened  by 
subsidence  as  a  result  of  underground 
mining  activities.  Mine  fires — both  above 
and  below  the  ground — pose  a  constant 
threat  to  human  lives,  property  and  in¬ 
dustry.  These  fires — some  of  which  have 
burned  for  over  50  years — pollute  the 
air  with  their  foul,  obnoxious  gases  and 
endanger  the  health  and  safety  of  people 
in  the  area. 

The  Appalachian  program  has  pro¬ 
vided  the  means  to  attack  these  situa¬ 
tions  on  a  far  larger  scale  than  ever 
before. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  unthinkable  that 
this  House  would  cut  back  the  splendid 
efforts  and  progress  that  have  been  made 
over  the  past  2  years  in  restoring  the 
ravaged  coal  mining  areas  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region. 

The  $30  million  authorized  in  this  bill 
for  mining  restoration  is  the  minimum 
amount  of  money  necessary  to  carry  the 
reclamation  efforts  generated  by  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965. 

Let  me  point  out  that  the  funds  al¬ 
ready  appropriated  under  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Act  for  putting  mine  fires  and  filling 
mine  voids  are  bringing  new  life  at  this 
very  moment  to  communities  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  and  other  parts  of  Appalachia. 

The  Appalachian  States  have  also 
made  special  efforts,  to  match  the  spe¬ 
cial  efforts  that  the  Federal  Government 
has  made  under  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  to  restore  the  abuses  of  past  min¬ 
ing  operations.  We  cannot  and  we  must 
not  disappoint  them  nor  can  we  turn  our 
backs  on  the  people  in  the  communities 
whose  very  futures  depend  on  ending 
the  threat  of  mine  fires  and  mine  sub¬ 
sidence. 

Three  years  ago — in  the  summer  of 
1964 — I  testified  before  the  Public  Works 
Committee  on  the  need  for  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program  and  what  benefits  it 
could  bring  to  Pennsylvania’s  anthracite 
areas.  At  that  time,  I  specifically  cited 
the  desperate  mine-fire  situation  that 
existed  in  Laurel  Run  Borough,  adjacent 
to  my  town  of  Wilkes-Barre.  I  told  the 
committee  that  Laurel  Run  mine  fire 
had  been  burning  for  45  years  and  the 
Federal  and  State  officials  were  trying 
to  decide  what  to  do  about  it.  This  was 
a  fire  that  if  allowed  to  burn  unchecked 
could  have  spread  through  the  entire 
city  of  Wilkes-Barre,  causing  a  disaster 
of  unprecedented  proportions. 

Since  1964,  we  have  made  progress  on 
the  Laurel  Run  fire  which  covers  the 
entire  side  of  a  mountain.  This  progress 
was  made  possible  by  the  Appalachian 
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program  which  has  contributed  $3  mil¬ 
lion  toward  extinguishing  the  fire.  The 
$3  million  has  been  matched  by  $1  mil¬ 
lion  in  State  funds — for  a  total  of  $4 
million  which  will  thwart  the  fire,  thus 
literally  saving  Wilkes-Barre  from  im¬ 
molation. 

Four  million  dollars  is  a  lot  of  money, 
but  it  is  not  too  much  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  human  lives,  nor  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  property  worth  many  times  that 
amount. 

The  $24,850,000  which  has  been  ap¬ 
propriated  for  mining  restoration  proj¬ 
ects  under  the  Appalachian  program  has 
been  used  wisely.  It  is  of  peculiar  sig¬ 
nificance  to  anthracite  Pennsylvania. 
The  $30  million  authorization,  in  the  bill 
under  discussion  today,  is  essential  to  the 
economic  future  of  Wilkes-Barre  and 
Scranton  and  many  other  communities 
in  Pennsylvania’s  anthracite  region. 

The  $30  million  authorization  for  min¬ 
ing  reclamation  projects  is  the  absolute 
minimum  of  Federal  money  needed  to 
continue  this  work  during  the  next  2 
years.  Let  no  one  be  fooled  into  believing 
that  the  Federal  Government  is  taking 
all  the  responsibility  in  bearing  all  the 
costs  for  these  programs. 

The  State  of  Pennsylvania  has  already 
made  substantial  investments  toward 
putting  out  mine  fires  and  preventing 
surface  subsidence.  The  State  will  be 
making  even  larger  investments  in  the 
future.  This  year  Pennsylvania  voters 
approved  a  $500  million  bond  issue  to  ac¬ 
celerate  the  State’s  conservation  efforts 
over  the  next  10  years.  Fifty  million  dol¬ 
lars  of  that  sum  has  been  earmarked  by 
the  State  for  extinguishment  of  under¬ 
ground  mine  fires  and  burning  culm 
banks.  These  State  funds  will  be  used 
with  the  money  authorized  by  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Act  to  put  an  end  to  the  long¬ 
standing  problems  that  have  plagued 
our  coal  areas. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  seriously  intends  to  do  all  it  can 
in  combating  mine  fires  and  mine  subsi¬ 
dence.  The  Pennsylvania  Legislature  is 
currently  considering  a  bill  which  would 
give  the  Pennsylvania  Department  of 
Mines  and  Mineral  Industries  the  right, 
without  liability,  to  enter  upon  private 
lands  to  combat  mine  fires,  refuse  bank 
fires  and  subsidence  resulting  from 
mining. 

Extension  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  will  continue 
the  valuable  work  of  the  Appalachian 
program  in  its  broad-based  and  long- 
range  attack  upon  the  problems  of  Ap¬ 
palachia.  This  program  has  started  the 
actions  which  are  necessary  to  cure  the 
problems  of  deteriorating  communities, 
the  rehabilitation  of  mining  areas,  the 
serious  education  problems  which  have 
held  the  region  back,  and  the  inadequate 
access  that  has  long  plagued  Appalachia. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con¬ 
sume  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper], 

(Mr.  PEPPER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too, 
wish  to  associate  myself  with  those  who 
have  spoken  in  laudatory  commendation 
of  the  able  gentleman  from  West  Vir- 
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ginia  [Mr.  Kee]  and  for  the  policy  and 
political  wisdom  which  he  has  followed 
and  which  was  established  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  distinguished  father  in  bringing 
into  fi’uition  this  dream  and  the  im¬ 
pact  which  it  may  have  upon  the  people 
throughout  this  land. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  for  his  remarks 
on  this  legislation,  and  I  hope  that  this 
program  will  go  forward  and  that  it  will 
even  more  prove  to  be  a  program  which 
will  realize  the  aspirations  which  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  has  so 
long  maintained. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con¬ 
sume  to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten], 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
bill  before  us  having  to  do  with  Appa¬ 
lachia  has  included  in  its  extension  20 
counties  in  Mississippi.  These  counties 
are  a  continuation  not  only  of  the  ter¬ 
rain  and  topography  of  the  Appalachia 
region  but  to  a  very  great  degree  have 
all  of  the  problems  that  the  original 
counties  have. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  of  represent¬ 
ing  a  number  of  these  counties  through 
the  years  since  I  first  came  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  others  since  the  first  of  Jan¬ 
uary.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  will  recall  that 
when  the  original  Appalachia  program 
was  proposed  north  Mississippi  counties 
were  included  in  the  study  and  in  the 
counties  designated  as  qualified,  or  so  it 
was  generally  accepted.  At  that  time, 
however,  this  being  a  new  program,  the 
State  of  Mississippi  did  not  take  action 
to  be  included  and  that  is  the  reason 
these  counties  have  not  been  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  all  the  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  earlier  introduced  a 
bill  which  went  before  this  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  which  would  include 
the  counties  to  the  foothill  area  adjoin¬ 
ing  of  the  delta.  The  committee  felt  it 
could  not  include  those  counties  but  did 
include  eight  counties  within  my  present 
district. 

May  I  say  to  you  and  to  the  member¬ 
ship  of  the  Committee  that  this  area  is 
badly  in  need  of  additional  highways  and 
access  roads,  which  if  this  bill  is  passed 
I  understand  could  be  studied  and  plans 
provided  within  the  present  calendar 
year.  There  also  is  an  urgent  need  for 
additional  vocational  education  pro¬ 
grams  to  qualify  many  of  the  people  who 
have  been  displaced  from  the  farms, 
through  mechanization,  for  other  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  said  that 
all  things  look  differently  to  those  who 
are  in  different  positions.  As  the  mem¬ 
bership  knows,  I  have  served  for  some 
years  as  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  for  Agriculture,  where  we 
have  tried  to  deal  with  the  problems  of 
geographic  areas  on  a  fair  basis,  even 
though  the  same  funds  do  not  go  to 
other  regions  which  have  different  prob¬ 
lems.  In  other  words,  we  have  tried  to  be 
fair  and  objective.  Also,  as  you  know,  I 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  for  Public  Works.  This  year,  with 
few  exceptions,  just  about  every  member 
of  Congress  was  before  that  committee 


requesting  Federal  assistance  with  which 
to  meet  problems  in  their  area.  The  com¬ 
mittee  made  every  effort  to  be  fair  to  all 
members  and  all  regions,  and  I  mal: 3  no 
apologies  for  the  funds  we  provided  in 
our  appropriations  bill,  for  I  long  since 
made  a  distinction  between  the  funds  for 
all  the  protection  and  development  of 
our  own  country  and  those  that  go  to 
questionable  programs.  I  trust  the  mem¬ 
bership  will  support  the  inclusion  of 
these  new  counties  in  the  bill  before  us, 
for  as  I  pointed  out  to  the  committee  for 
generations  we  have  provided  Federal 
funds  for  New  York  Harbor,  for  the  har¬ 
bor  at  San  Francisco,  and  Tampa,  Fla. 
Billions  of  dollars  have  been  spent  on 
navigation  of  certain  of  our  rivers  and 
on  flood  control  in  many,  many  areas. 
Now  I  ask,  if  it  so  happens  that  a  region 
such  as  the  Appalachia  region  does  not 
happen  to  have  a  harbor  and  does  have 
all  these  other  problems,  would  it  not  be 
sound  to  have  a  program  which  meets 
the  problems  of  such  area? 

Thus,  again,  I  hope  we  can  have  the 
support  of  the  membership  in  retaining 
these  20  counties  of  Mississippi  in  the 
program.  They  do  not  have  a  harbor  and 
only  one  county  touches  a  navigable 
stream  for  only  a  few  miles.  They  do, 
however,  have  low  income,  need  for 
roads,  need  for  vocational  education,  and 
many  other  things.  I  think  we  all  should 
be  convinced  that  the  development  of 
one  segment  of  our  country  has  always 
proven  to  be  of  great  benefit  to  all  of  our 
country.  It  is  on  this  basis  that  I  have 
worked  as  chairman  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  for  Agriculture  and 
as  a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee  for  Public  Works.  I  trust  that 
those  who  come  before  these  committees 
will  look  at  this  matter  objectively  and 
realize  that  while  the  geography  is  dif¬ 
ferent  and  the  problems  are  in  a  differ¬ 
ent  area,  it  is  worthy  of  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  just  as  much  as  the  harbors  and 
navigable  streams  are  to  other  sections. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  read 
here  the  statement  made  by  Mr.  Thomp¬ 
son  Pound,  executive  secretary,  Tombig- 
bee  River  Valley  Water  Management 
District,  who  appeared  both  for  himself 
and  Governor  Johnson  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  as  well  as  a  letter  from  Governor 
Johnson : 

Statement  op  Thompson  Pound,  Executive 

Secretary,  Tombigbee  River  Valley  Water 

Management  District,  State  op 

Mississippi 

Mr.  Pound.  Thank  you,  Chairman  Jones, 
and  members  of  the  committee.  I  am  happy 
for  the  privilege  of  appearing  before  your 
committees  on  behalf  of  Governor  Johnson, 
who  sends  his  regrets  in  not  being  able  to 
meet  with  you  today.  He  is  very  interested 
in  Mississippi  becoming  a  part  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program  and  has  asked  me  to  rep¬ 
resent  Mississippi  in  your  hearing.  I  have 
with  me  Governor  Johnson’s  statement  and 
a  report  that  I  would  like  to  present  for  your 
consideration. 

The  laws  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Act 
of  1965  have  been  studied  by  us  and  we  are 
in  accord  with  the  legislative  intent  of  the 
act.  In  making  a  study  of  the  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  of  the  373  counties  that  are 
a  part  of  the  Appalachian  program,  we  find 
that  the  26  counties  in  the  hill  section  of 
northeastern  Mississippi  share  the  economic 
and  social  characteristics  of  the  southern 
portion  of  the  region,  and  are  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  terrain,  or  are  contiguous  to  the 


Appalachian  region.  There  already  exist 
multiple-county  activities  among  the  hill 
counties  in  northern  Mississippi.  It  is  felt 
that  the  inclusion  of  this  portion  of  the 
State  of  Mississippi  will  further  the  purpose 
of  the  Appalachian  Act,  as  outlined  in  sec¬ 
tion  2. 

The  operations  and  functions  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Commission  have  been 
observed  by  us  and  we  think  this  is  an  effec¬ 
tive  and  efficient  organization — one  which 
we  like  and  can  work  with. 

We  have  prepared  a  file  of  information 
which  backs  up  our  decisions,  and  beliefs. 
I  would  like  to  leave  it  with  you  for  your 
considerations. 

State  op  Mississippi, 

Executive  Department, 

Jackson,  May  5, 1967. 

Hon.  George  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Public  Works  Committee, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Congressman:  I  very  much  ap¬ 
preciate  the  opportunity  to  present  informa¬ 
tion  relative  to  the  possible  inclusion  of  an 
area  of  Northeastern  Mississippi  in  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Program. 
We  in  Mississippi  are  greatly  pleased  that 
the  United  States  Senate  has  seen  fit  to  in¬ 
clude  in  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act,  S.  602,  an  amendment  providing 
for  participation  by  18  Mississippi  counties  in 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Program.  It  is  to 
your  interest  and  decision  on  this  question 
that  my  comments  and  the  attached  ma¬ 
terials  are  directed. 

I  should  like,  repectfully,  to  submit  to 
your  committee  a  report  to  me  relative  to 
Mississippi’s  participation  in  the  Appalachian 
program  which  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Thomp¬ 
son  Pound,  Executive  Secretary,  of  the  Tom¬ 
bigbee  River  Valley  Water  Management  Dis¬ 
trict,  Tupelo,  Mississippi,  and  was  submitted 
to  me  originally  on  July  1, 1966. 

I  want  to  stress  to  the  committee  that  we 
in  Mississippi  were  originally  attracted  to 
the  Appalachian  program  on  its  merits  and 
that  we  intend  to  pursue  our  participation 
in  the  program  on  that  basis  over  and  above 
the  fact  that  Northeastern  Mississippi  is 
clearly  related  by  the  nature  of  geography 
and  economics  to  the  contiguous  southern 
portion  of  the  Appalachian  region. 

The  past  history  of  developmental  activity 
by  the  people  of  Northeastern  Mississippi 
bears  out  a  further  relationship  to  the  phi¬ 
losophy  and  working  approach  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program.  The  community  and  area 
development  activities  in  and  around  Tu¬ 
pelo,  Mississippi,  has  been  a  subject  of  in¬ 
ternational  interest  for  a  number  of  years. 
Repeated  study  and  visitation  by  interested 
persons  from  many  places  have  given  what 
is  called  “The  Tupelo  Plan”  a  highly  re¬ 
garded  reputation  among  students  of  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  development.  Similarly, 
the  comprehensive  approach  to  area  devel¬ 
opment  in  which  the  interest  and  involve¬ 
ment  of  local  people  is  directly  tied  in  with 
a  broad  approach  to  resource  development 
follows  the  same  philosophy  and  has  at¬ 
tracted  wide  respect  in  the  development 
field.  Within  our  state  government  in  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  we  are  carefully  but  aggressively 
pursuing  the  comprehensive  area  approach 
for  all  parts  of  our  State.  Through  our  state 
agencies  and  our  Research  and  Development 
Center,  as  well  as  our  universities  and  de¬ 
velopment  organizations  throughout  the 
State,  we  are  relating  our  public  activities 
to  those  goals  which  are  carefully  designed 
to  bring  about  increased  citizen  action  as 
well  as  technical  support  for  the  creation 
of  job  opportunities,  higher  income  and  im¬ 
proved  living  conditions  in  our  communi¬ 
ties.  The  people  in  Mississippi  are  becoming 
increasingly  involved  in  programs  of  this 
type  and  are  increasingly  successful  in  the 
contributions  they  are  making  to  help  them¬ 
selves  toward  development  objectives. 
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For  these  reasons,  I  am  not  surprised  but 
I  am  greatly  pleased  that  the  interest  in 
joining  the  Appalachian  program  came  di¬ 
rectly  from  the  people  through  their  area 
development  leadership  in  Northeastern 
Mississippi. 

I  am  positive  that  when  I  carry  the  re¬ 
quest  of  these  people  that  they  be  given  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  the  Appala¬ 
chian  program,  I  can  assure  you  that  their 
participation  will  add  to  the  effectiveness 
of  the  program  and  will  live  up  to  the  high 
standards  of  accomplishments  which  this 
program  has  thus  far  established. 

Along  this  line,  I  particularly  want  to 
make  it  clear  that  I  regard  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Program  as  the  finest  example  of 
government  in  action  today  on  a  basis  which 
can  effectively  deal  with  the  kinds  of  prob¬ 
lems  confronting  our  people  in  these  com¬ 
plex  and  difficult  times. 

I  believe  that  this  program  can  deliver  the 
promise  of  the  affluent  society  to  all  of  our 
people  in  a  constructive,  sound  and  progres¬ 
sive  fashion. 

Our  interest  in  the  Appalachian  program 
was  not  developed  shortly  nor  is  it  based 
on  the  expectation  of  short-range  returns. 
I  have  discussed  our  interest  in  this  program 
since  the  very  inception  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  with  the  other 
governors  of  the  region,  with  the  officials 
and  staff  of  the  Appalachian  Commission  and 
with  our  Mississippi  people.  We  have  con¬ 
stantly  received  encouragement  from  all  of 
these  persons  to  the  end  that  our  case  was 
sound  for  inclusion  in  the  program  in  that 
our  reputation  for  progressive  area  develop¬ 
ment  made  our  request  for  inclusion  in  the 
program  welcome.  We  would  not  have  pur¬ 
sued  this  interest  without  the  encourage¬ 
ment  of  the  people  who  have  worked  so  hard 
and  so  successfully  to  make  this  new  ap¬ 
proach  sound  and  effective. 

The  enclosed  report,  I  believe,  constitutes 
evidence  of  our  sincere  interest  in  this  pro¬ 
gram,  outlines  the  benefits  that  can  be 
derived  from  participation  and  describes  the 
type  of  cooperation  that  can  be  expected 
from  Mississippi  in  the  event  the  Regional 
Appalachian  Development  Act  is  amended  to 
include  my  State.  The  report  relates  to  the 
possible  inclusion  of  26  counties.  The  interest 
in  Mississippi  extends  to  those  counties 
rather  than  to  just  the  18  counties  provided 
for  in  the  amendment  to  S.602  passed  by  the 
Senate.  However,  we  in  Mississippi  will  cer¬ 
tainly  respect  the  judgment  of  the  Congress 
in  your  final  determination. 

The  first  three  years  of  my  administration 
have  been  blessed  with  notable  success  in  im¬ 
plementing  an  agricultural,  industrial  and 
commercial  economic  developing  program, 
which  has  contributed  much  to  the  steady 
progress  and  sound  growth  of  this  State. 

I  can  think  of  no  better  way  of  closing  my 
administration  than  by  insuring  this  State’s 
participation  in  what  I  believe  is  the  most 
significant  regional  development  program 
initiated  during  the  20th  Century. 

Your  assistance  in  securing  this  end  would, 
indeed,  be  sincerely  appreciated  by  me  and 
by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Mississippi. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Paul  B.  Johnson,  Governor. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cleveland], 

<  Mr.  CLEVELAND  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  be¬ 
fore  beginning  my  remarks,  which  will 
chiefly  be  devoted  to  an  amendment  that 
I  shall  offer  at  the  appropriate  time,  I 
would  like  to  continue  for  a  bit  upon  the 
colloquy  which  we  had  earlier  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  minority  staffing  problem 
and,  actually,  the  entire  staffing  problem. 


Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  collo¬ 
quy  with  reference  to  the  staffing  prob¬ 
lem,  there  was  some  reference  to  the  fact 
that  the  minority  had  eight  people  on  the 
Public  Works  Committee  staff.  We  are 
grateful  for  this.  However,  the  fact 
should  be  remembered — and  I  want  the 
Record  to  show  it — that  during  the  past 
year  the  Public  Works  Committee  has 
concerned  itself  also  with  the  problems  of 
highway  safety,  large  dams,  as  well  as  the 
problem  commonly  referred  to  as  the 
“billboard”  problem  and  the  problem  of 
highway  beautification,  the  cutback  in 
the  highway  program  which  concerned  so 
many  of  us  last  winter,  disaster  relief,  as 
well  as  the  very  important  problem  of 
water  pollution  and  the  problem  of  toll 
roads  as  well  as  other  items. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  pending  legislation 
upon  which  we  are  called  to  act  involves 
previous  appropriations  as  well  as  future 
authorizations  of  $1,400  million. 

So,  I  do  not  believe  when  we  are  dis¬ 
cussing  the  problem  of  staffing  that  we 
should  get  into  a  numbers  game  as  to 
how  many  staff  members  we  have.  The 
question  for  the  consideration  of  this 
body  is  whether  or  not  we  have  an  ade¬ 
quate  staff  with  which  to  perform  our 
constitutional  duties. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  point,  I  believe,  that 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Schwen- 
gel]  was  making,  as  well  as  the  point 
which  was  so  well  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer*]  ,  and  the 
point  which  I  am  undertaking  to  make  is 
simply  this:  That  we  are  not  adequately 
staffed  to  effectively  and  properly  acquit 
our  responsibilities  as  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  a  responsibility  which  extends 
across  a  broad  spectrum  of  programs. 

I  believe  the  Record  should  make  that 
indubitably  clear.  It  is  not  just  a  matter 
of  how  many  we  have,  and  if  we  have 
more  than  the  minority  of  yesteryear 
used  to  have.  The  question  is  whether  we 
have  enough  to  do  the  job  properly. 

I  might  say  in  that  connection  it  is 
regrettable — and  I  welcome  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  while  I  am  speaking  about  general 
matters  of  congressional  reform  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Members  to  the  fact 
that  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act 
of  1967  is  still  tied  up  in  the  Committee 
on  Rules.  It  has  been  there  for  more  than 
5  months,  with  only  1  day  of  hearings  on 
it.  It  passed  the  Senate,  as  all  of  us  know, 
after  3  weeks  of  debate  last  March  by  an 
overwhelming  vote. 

Now,  about  my  amendment:  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmondson] 
has  criticized  me  in  advance  for  offering 
my  amendment  which,  briefly,  will  in¬ 
clude  the  crowning  glory  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Mountains  in  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion.  He  has  criticized  me  for  bringing  it 
in  now  and  in  not  submitting  it  to  the 
committee.  I  will  address  myself  to  that 
point  right  now. 

The  reason  this  amendment  was  not 
brought  in  earlier  was  that  the  minority 
on  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  first 
considered  the  possibility  of  introducing 
a  constructive  alternative  not  only  to  the 
Appalachian  Act,  but  the  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act.  Our  alternative  would 
apply  not  only  to  one  region  of  this  coun¬ 
try,  but  it  would  be  a  national  program ; 
it  would  apply  to  all  50  States  equally, 


just  as  our  highway  programs  do,  and 
most  of  our  other  programs  do. 

We  had  under  consideration  a  con¬ 
structive  alternative  that  would  take  the 
best  of  Appalachia  and  the  best  of  the 
Economic  Development  Act  and  apply 
this  on  a  broad  national  scale,  which  is 
the  way  we  should  legislate,  because  this 
is  a  national  legislative  body. 

It  soon  turned  out  because  of  the  limi¬ 
tation  of  time  and  staff  that  this  ap¬ 
proach  was  impossible.  As  a  result  of  that 
I  have  now  turned  to  my  amendment 
which  will  bring  in  parts  of  New  York 
State,  the  Adirondack  Range,  the  hills  of 
northwestern  Connecticut,  the  Berkshire 
Mountains  of  Massachusetts,  the  Green 
Mountains  of  Vermont,  the  White  Moun¬ 
tains  of  New  Hampshire,  and  the  Mount 
Katahdin  range  in  Maine. 

Anybody  who  knows  anything  about 
mountains  knows  these  mountain  chains 
are  a  legitimate  part  of  the  Appalachian 
Mountains. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  cannot  yield  just 
now,  because  I  understand  we  are  run¬ 
ning  short  of  time  on  our  side,  but  I  will 
yield  as  soon  as  I  have  concluded. 

The  World  Book  Encyclopedia  defines 
the  Appalachian  Mountains  as  the  chief 
mountain  system  ot  eastern  North 
America  and  the  oldest  mountains  in  the 
United  States: 

They  stretch  southwestward  for  about 
1,500  miles  from  the  Gaspe’  Peninsula  in 
Quebec — 

Be  of  good  cheer,  I  am  not  tying 
Quebec  into  the  amendment — 
to  central  Alabama.  The  mountains  are  part 
of  the  Appalachian  region  which  extends 
into  Newfoundland — 

And  I  do  not  have  that  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  either — 

The  chief  ranges  of  the  northern  Appa¬ 
lachians  are  *  *  *  the  Green  Mountains  in 
Vermont,  the  White  Mountains  in  New 
Hampshire,  and  the  Adirondack  Mountains 
in  New  York.  ; 

I  have  to  my  left  here  a  map  of  the 
United  States,  a  topographical  map.  Any¬ 
body  who  looks  at  this  map  has  to  admit 
that  the  Adirondacks,  the  Berkshires,  the 
White  Mountains,  and  the  Green  Moun¬ 
tains  should  definitely  be  included  in 
Appalachia. 

Mr.  Jones  mentioned  during  his  testi¬ 
mony  that  the  chief  characteristics  of 
the  Appalachian  area  were  coal  mining, 
lumbering,  and  farming.  It  is  perfectly 
true  that  in  Northeastern  United  States 
there  is  not  much  coal  mining,  but  the 
fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it  was  lumber 
and  farming  that  were  the  chief  sus¬ 
taining  economic  forces  of  the  north¬ 
eastern  part  of  the  Appalachian  Moun¬ 
tains. 

And  as  Congressman  McEwen  and  I 
sat  through  the  Appalachian  hearings, 
and  as  they  described  the  situation  in 
the  Appalachian  Mountains  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  West  Virginia,  North  Carolina, 
western  Virginia,  and  so  forth,  and  the 
other  parts  of  that  chain  that  were  de¬ 
scribed,  it  was  exactly  what  had  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  northern  New  England 
region.  There,  too,  we  have  had  a  problem 
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with  the  small,  declining  farms.  There, 
too,  we  have  had  troubles  with  forests 
that  have  been  cut  and  not  fully  re¬ 
placed.  There,  too,  we  have  had  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  outmigration  to  the  cities,  leaving 
a  declining  number  of  people  to  support 
the  tax  base  and  to  make  it  attractive 
for  new  industries  to  move  in. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  I  pro¬ 
pose  is  one  that  I  hope  the  committee 
will  accept.  I  think  in  all  fairness  that 
the  committee  should  accept  it.  All  of 
the  logic  and  supporting  evidence  that 
supports  the  Appalachian  regional  act 
applies  equally  to  the  northernmost  part 
of  this  chain  of  mountains.  It  is  diffi¬ 
cult  for  me  to  conceive  of  having  this 
legislation  enacted  without  including  in 
it  a  legitimate  part  of  the  mountain 
chain  and  area  for  which  it  is  named. 
This  is  so  particularly  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  need  for  the  act  and  the 
described  conditions  in  the  area  are 
almost  identical  with  the  northern  part 
of  New  York  State  and  northern  New 
England. 

These  problems  that  they  encounter, 
their  economic  problems,  are  almost 
identical  with  the  problems  that  are 
faced  by  other  parts  of  Appalachia. 

Now  I  want  to  point  out  in  conclu¬ 
sion  one  more  reason  that  makes  the 
case  for  my  amendment  almost  irrefu¬ 
table. 

Consider  this  map  that  is  here  before 
you — consider  please  that  they  are  add¬ 
ing  many  counties  in  Mississippi.  I  am 
not  necessarily  opposed  to  adding  these 
counties  in  Mississippi,  but  consider  the 
topographical  map — these  counties  in 
this  area  are  not  as  much  a  part  of  the 
Appalachian  chain  as  the  counties  I  am 
asking  to  include  in  northern  New  York 
and  New  England. 

I  ask  all  of  you  to  study  this  map  be¬ 
fore  you  pass  judgment  on  my  amend¬ 
ment  which  will  be  offered  at  the  appro¬ 
priate  time. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Your  amendment 
will  cover  the  broad  spectrum  of  such 
areas  and  people  throughout  the  Na¬ 
tion — that  is  your  intention;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  My  intention  is  to 
add  the  Adirondack  Mountain  Range, 
the  Berkshires,  the  Green  Mountains, 
the  White  Mountains,  and  the  Mount 
Katahdin  area. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Do  you  not  think 
that  when  you  are  adding  the  counties 
in  Mississippi  and  northern  New  York, 
you  should  also  include  in  your  amend¬ 
ment  the  riot-tom  pockets  of  poverty  in 
the  cities? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  welcome  the  gentleman’s  question  be¬ 
cause  what  the  Republican  minority  was 
attempting  to  do,  as  I  described  it  ear¬ 
lier,  was  to  devise  legislation  which 
would  take  the  best  of  the  Economic 
Development  Act  and  the  best  of  the 
Appalachian  Act  and  then  enact  legis¬ 
lation  which  would  apply  nationally, 
through  the  States.  If  that  were  done, 
some  of  the  drive  and  some  of  the  focus 
of  this  type  of  legislation  might  well 
apply  to  the  cities. 


Let  me  add  this — for  the  gentleman’s 
benefit — at  least  some  of  us  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  as  we  have  lis¬ 
tened  to  the  testimony  before  us  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  the  city  is  back  to  back  with  the 
problem  of  rural  decline. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Hampshire  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  May  I  ask  for  a 
couple  of  minutes  of  additional  time? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  the  time  has  been  allotted.  Per¬ 
haps  the  gentleman  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  can  yield  some  time  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cleveland], 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
was  saying,  some  of  the  members  on  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  have  been 
very  impressed  with  the  fact  that  the 
problem  of  the  cities  is  back  to  back  with 
the  problem  of  rural  decline.  This  is  so 
because  as  rural  areas  decline,  it  often 
forces  people  to  go  to  the  cities  and  as 
they  go  to  the  cities  they  create  prob¬ 
lems  there,  which  apparently  some  of 
the  cities  are  not  equipped  to  handle. 

Some  of  us  on  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  feel  and  I  think  this  is  true 
of  some  of  the  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  that  one  of  the  keys — but 
not  the  only  solution — but  one  of  the 
keys  to  this  problem  will  be  to  reverse 
this  outmigration  from  the  country  into 
the  city,  and  to  help  to  alleviate  some  of 
the  problems  of  the  cities. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Does  not  the  gen¬ 
tleman  think  that  at  this  time  when  you 
are  assisting  the  rural  areas  and  the 
mountain  areas  throughout  the  country, 
you  also  might  think  of  the  depressed 
areas  and  about  the  people  who  because 
of  their  lack  of  jobs  and  opportunities 
and  means  to  make  a  living  find  it  nec¬ 
essary  to  riot  in  order  to  call  attention 
to  their  deplorable  condition?  Do  you 
not  think  at  this  time  that  we  should 
also- seek  to  aid  those  areas  in  the  cities 
where  there  are  explosions  and  where 
there  will  continue  to  be  explosions 
throughout  the  next  year  or  2  years,  and 
who  knows  for  how  long? 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  this  would  be 
an  appropriate  time  for  me  to  suggest 
that  you  include  your  amendment,  and 
I  would  be  satisfied  to  allow  you  to  han¬ 
dle  the  amendment  which  I  will  submit 
at  the  proper  time  in  order  to  aid  those 
pockets  of  poverty  in  the  riot-torn  cities 
throughout  our  Nation. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
men.  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Landrum]. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  pending  bill  to  extend  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program.  I  know  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  working  in  Georgia  and  I  know 
it  is  working  overall,  because  its  ap¬ 
proach  is  sound.  Any  program  which  lets 
the  States  pace  the' Federal  Government, 
I  feel,  is  bound  to  work. 

Georgia  knows  its  problems  and  I  think 
knows  best  how  to  solve  them,  and  that 
is  the  heart  of  this  program.  The  Fed¬ 


eral  Government  is  not  telling  us  what 
to  do  and  how  to  do  it.  It  is  asking  us, 
and  that  is  a  very  big  difference. 

I  know  the  program  is  working  in  my 
district  because  I  can  see  the  promise 
as  well  as  the  fulfillment  in  soil  conser¬ 
vation,  school  and  college  improvements, 
airport,  hospital,  health  care,  libraries, 
and  nursing  homes.  I  know  that  tying  the 
district  to  the  rest  of  the  State  and  to 
other  parts  of  Appalachia  with  highways 
and  access  roads  is  good  because  it  is  a 
need  fulfilled. 

I  know  what  this  means  to  our  people 
because  ultimately  it  is  they,  through 
their  Governor,  who  have  asked  for 
them.  So  I  know  that  Appalachian  funds, 
together  with  the  other  Federal  money 
the  Appalachian  program  has  attracted, 
is  well  spent,  and  I  urge  approval  of  the 
legislation. 

These  programs  have  received  support 
from  members  of  this  Committee  whose 
districts  are  not  affected,  for  they  know 
that  the  development  of  regional  re¬ 
sources  and  the  solution  of  regional  prob¬ 
lems  is  good  for  the  country  as  a  whole. 
All  of  these  programs  receive  support 
well  beyond  the  areas  where  their  bene¬ 
fits  are  felt,  because  all  of  them  are 
judged  by  their  contribution  to  the  Na¬ 
tion  as  a  whole. 

More  purchasing  power  in  Appalachia 
means  greater  demand  for  goods  and 
services  produced  in  other  parts  of  the 
country.  A  stronger  Appalachian  econ¬ 
omy  means  a  stronger  national  economy. 
Thus  the  Appalachian  program  serves 
the  needs  of  the  Nation.  The  Nation  has 
decided  it  will  no  longer  tolerate  the  con¬ 
tinued  existence  of  poverty,  unemploy¬ 
ment,  and  underdevelopment  which  ex¬ 
ists  in  this  region. 

A  great  deal  has  been  said  and  writ¬ 
ten  recently  about  the  plight  of  the  cities. 
I  believe  that  all  concerned  recognize 
that  the  problems  of  the  cities  stem  in 
large  part  from  the  influx  of  untrained, 
unskilled  people  from  the  rural  areas  of 
this  Nation.  Much  of  this  migration  has 
come  from  the  Appalachian  region, 
which  has  lost  2  million  people  to  cities 
of  the  North  and  the  Northeast  in  the 
two  decades  between  1940  and  1960.  This 
outmigration  will  continue  with  the  high 
toll  both  to  the  region  and  to  the  urban 
areas  of  the  country  unless  something  is 
done  to  provide  opportunities  closer  to 
home.  This  fact  is  beyond  contest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  statement  that  the 
Appalachian  program  constitutes  prefer¬ 
ential  treatment  or  is  discriminatory 
against  other  areas  of  the  country  is 
grossly  misleading.  Practically  every  bill 
that  comes  before  this  House  is  prefer¬ 
ential  in  one  way  or  another.  The  Appa¬ 
lachian  Act  was  passed  because  Appa¬ 
lachia  was  viewed  as  a  national  prob¬ 
lem.  It  was  thought  to  be  wiser  to  invest 
money  to  make  this  region  self-sustain¬ 
ing  rather  than  to  continue  to  pour  funds 
into  a  welfare  program. 

This  decision  was  made  out  of  concern 
for  the  people  of  the  Appalachian  region, 
but  it  was  also  made  as  a  wise  public 
policy  for  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  It  is 
true  that  the  immediate  benefits  from 
this  legislation  flow  only  to  a  designated 
area.  The  highways,  the  schools,  the  hos¬ 
pitals  are  to  be  built  within  the  Ap- 
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palachian  region.  Their  effect  will  even¬ 
tually  be  enjoyed  by  the  country  as  a 
whole,  by  making  this  region  self-sus¬ 
taining  and  able  to  carry  its  load  in  pay¬ 
ing  taxes  to  the  Federal  Treasury. 

What  is  discriminatory,  please,  about 
linking  up  the  great  southeastern  metro¬ 
polis  of  Atlanta,  Ga.,  with  that  fine  beau¬ 
tiful  and  growing  city  in  western  North 
Carolina,  Asheville,  and  providing  an  op¬ 
portunity  for  the  citizens  of  these  two 
great  cities  to  have  an  exchange  of  their 
products  in  commerce  that  does  not  exist 
today  and  increase  their  capacity  to 
make  a  contribution  to  the  national 
economy? 

How  many  bills  does  this  House  see 
which  are  not  designed  to  benefit  some 
special  area  or  some  special  group? 

Certainly  the  price  support  programs 
for  wheat,  for  cotton,  for  rice,  and  for 
other  commodities  are  limited  in  appli¬ 
cation  to  relatively  small  areas  of  the 
country.  The  Great  Plains  Conservation 
Program  is  regional  in  character.  TVA 
and  Bonneville  and  the  great  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  of  the  West  are  no  less 
regional  than  the  Appalachian  program. 

Thus,  the  bill  before  us  is  not  paro¬ 
chial  or  regional  legislation.  It  is  legis¬ 
lation  to  serve  the  national  interest,  and 
in  a  very  real  sense  it  is  as  important  to 
the  metropolitan  areas  of  this  country 
as  it  is  to  the  Appalachian  region.  Why 
do  we  want  to  deny  ourselves  the  re¬ 
sources  with  which  to  prevent  these  can¬ 
cers  that  are  developing  the  cities?  Why 
do  we  want  to  continue  to  leave  these 
people  in  the  rural  areas  of  Appalachia 
without  the  skills,  without  the  basic  un¬ 
derstanding  and  responsibility  of  citi¬ 
zenship?  Why  do  we  want  to  leave  them 
to  migrate  and  go  out  of  that  country, 
because  they  have  nothing  to  do,  and 
allow  them  to  load  upon  the  cities  in  the 
stacked  up  slums  and  ghettos,  where  they 
will  add  to  the  very  problems  that  have 
brought  about  the  tragedies  that  we  all 
so  deplore,  that  have  happened  this 
summer. 

I  can  tell  the  Members  that  in  the  Ap¬ 
palachia  region  of  the  district  I  am  privi¬ 
leged  to  represent,  on  the  14th  of  August 
we  opened  a  newly  constructed  area  vo¬ 
cational  technical  school  with  a  capacity 
to  train  400  people.  I  was  astonished  on 
the  first  day,  in  the  first  week  of  its  oper¬ 
ation,  that  more  than  300  were  clamor¬ 
ing  for  admission,  to  learn  how  to  meet 
the  demands  in  the  fields  of  automobile 
repair,  of  drafting  and  of  designing,  of 
air  conditioning  and  of  electronics,  of 
cosmetology  and  of  business  training  and 
of  welding,  all  of  those  things  that  go 
to  provide  the  skills  that  people  in  this 
day  and  time  demand,  and  that  the  labor 
market  says  we  must  have  if  our  young 
men  and  women  are  going  to  get  the  em¬ 
ployment  that  is  necessary  to  make  them 
contributing  taxpayers  and  remove  the 
causes  that  have  made  so  many  of  them 
unfortunately  tax  eaters. 

Talk  to  me  about  boondoggling.  Talk 
to  me  about  discrimination.  Is  it  boon¬ 
doggling  or  is  it  discrimination  for  us  to 
marshal  the  resources  of  this  great  Na¬ 
tion  and  make  them  available  to  the 
young  men  and  women  so  they  can  come 
into  manhood  and  womanhood  and  dis¬ 
charge  the  responsibilities  that  are  going 
to  fall  upon  them  much  more  heavily 
than  they  are  falling  upon  us  today? 


I  never  think  of  this  program  of  Ap¬ 
palachia  and  what  its  potential  is  in  set¬ 
ting  out  examples  for  the  rest  of  the  Na¬ 
tion,  that  I  am  not  reminded  of  the  in¬ 
scription  etched  in  the  stone  above  the 
Speaker’s  dais  here. 

That  was  said  in  this  Chamber  by 
Daniel  Webster: 

Let  us  develope  the  resources  of  our  land, 
cal  forth  its  power,  build  up  its  institutions, 
promote  all  its  great  interests  and  see  whether 
we  also  in  our  day  and  generation  may  not 
perform  something  worthy  to  be  remembered. 

We  are  doing  something  here  to  con¬ 
serve  and  develop  human  resources.  We 
are  not  enriching  the  coffers  of  any 
region  or  any  special  group.  We  are  en¬ 
larging  the  opportunity  for  cultural  and 
educational  development  of  the  Nation, 
which  the  last  one-third  of  the  20th 
century  demands. 

I  call  upon  members  of  the  Committee 
to  give  us  the  power  which  is  in  this  act, 
to  prescribe  the  preventive  medicine 
which  is  in  this  act,  and  let  us  treat 
these  problems  in  such  a  way  as  they 
may  not  continue  to  grow  and  plague  us. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  McEwen], 

(Mr.  McEWEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
proper  time,  when  the  amendment  is 
offered  by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire,  I  shall  join  in 
supporting  that  amendment  to  bring  into 
the  Appalachian  region  northern  Appa¬ 
lachia. 

I  have  listened  to  what  many  of  my 
colleagues  have  said  here  today  about 
the  benefits  of  this  program  and  what  it 
means  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

Tomorrow,  if  that  be  the  time  when 
the  gentleman  from  New  Hampshire 
offers  his  amendment  to  bring  in  the 
Appalachian  areas  of  New  York,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  Vermont,  New  Hampshire,  and 
Maine,  I  shall  be  supporting  a  concept 
which  I  advocated  in  this  House  when 
the  original  Appalachian  Regional  Act 
was  before  us  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  to  treat  with 
the  problems  of  Appalachia,  I  fail  to  see 
why  we  should  not  in  this  act  embrace 
all  of  Appalachia.  I  am  referring  to  that 
part  of  the  Appalachian  chain  which  lies 
in  New  York  and  the  New  England 
States.  The  problems  of  the  lack  of  job 
opportunities  and  outmigration  which 
have  been  indigenous  to  southern  Ap¬ 
palachia  have  prevailed  there  also. 

I  hope,  at  the  proper  time,  when  the 
amendment  is  offered,  those  who  support 
this  concept  will  support  the  amendment 
and  bring  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  to  the  entire  Appalachian 
area. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Hammerschmidt]. 

(Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  pay  my  tribute  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  'gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon],  the  chairman  of  the  ad 
hoc  subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  and  also  my  grati¬ 
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tude  to  our  respective  ranking  members 
of  the  minority,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Schwengel]. 

Their  help  in  guiding  me  to  an  under¬ 
standing  of  legislation  and  duties  before 
our  committee  has  meant  much.  Having 
this  deepest  respect  for  their  knowledge 
and  background,  I  feel,  perhaps,  a  little 
frustrated  in  finding  myself  on  the  op¬ 
posite  side. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  stand  generally  in 
favor  of  the  bill  we  consider  today.  By 
and  large,  this  is  a  good  measure.  It  re¬ 
turns  decisions  of  Federal  spending  and 
programs  back  to  the  community  and 
State. 

I  am  especially  heartened  by  the  title 
II  provisions  which  will  enable  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  administrative  bodies  and 
planning  actions  related  to  five  separate 
economic  regions  of  the  country,  judged 
in  need  of  help — namely  those  areas 
served  by  commissions  in  the  Ozarks,  the 
Great  Lakes,  New  England,  coastal 
plains,  and  the  four  corners  regions.  It  is 
quite  important  that  these  programs  be 
sustained,  even  in  times  of  budgetary 
problems.  To  eliminate  or  retard  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  these  regions  in  their  ca¬ 
pacity  to  plan  to  act — in  the  name  of 
economy — would,  indeed,  be  serving  false 
economy.  The  ends  of  false  economy  are, 
I  am  sure,  those  we  would  use  all  means 
to  avoid. 

All  in  all,  the  measure  seeks  to  sustain 
and  further  implement  the  program 
know  as  Appalachian  regional  develop¬ 
ment.  At  this  time  I  am  generally  op¬ 
posed  to  enlargement  of  this  section.  The 
measure  also  seeks  to  sustain  and  further 
implement,  to  a  smaller  extent,  the  re¬ 
gional  commissions  which  have  been  es¬ 
tablished  to  seek  solutions  to  long-time 
economic  ills  in  five  other  geographic 
areas. 

These  problems  are  such  that  they  have 
no  chance  of  being  solved  by  inaction. 
We  must  act.  And,  we  must  act  largely 
as  provided  in  this  bill. 

I  regret  that  in  committee  we  did  not 
maintain  the  boundaries  of  Appalachia 
as  prescribed  in  the  original  legislation. 
As  you  know,  the  concept  of  regional  de¬ 
velopment  is  based  on  common  socio¬ 
economic  conditions  needing  particular 
treatment  so  as  to  improve  per  capita  in¬ 
come.  I  believe  we  will  do  serious  damage 
to  this  concept  if  we  expand  this  area 
without  regard  to  the  established  criteria. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  probably  too  early 
to  make  a  real  judgment  of  the  effect  of 
many  projects  and  programs  imple¬ 
mented  in  the  Appalachia  region.  My 
observation  is  that  if  it  has  a  weakness 
its  greatest  weakness  is  that  it  may  lack 
overall  economic  planning  and  coordi¬ 
nation  and  may  be  instead  treating  only 
symptoms  and  not  causes  of  low  incomes. 

We  might  validly  ask  what  our  alter¬ 
natives  are  toward  regions  in  need  of  eco¬ 
nomic  development.  Some  are  familiar 
because  we  have  tried  them;  others  are 
daring  and  harder  to  envision. 

Our  first  choice  is  to  actually  hinder 
the  region.  We  can  do  this  by  actually 
working  against  the  region  or  by  working 
in  a  favorable  and  discriminatory  way 
for  other  regions.  Historically,  we  have 
done  this  by  our  expenditure  of  funds  for 
national  defense  and  research.  Today,  we 
are  seeing  the  problem  this  has  created 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


H 11785 


September  13,  1967 

for  us.  Some  of  the  problems  in  urban 
centers  today  stem  from  the  hope  people 
have  placed  in  real  and  imaginary  op¬ 
portunities.  People  have  left  rural  Amer¬ 
ica  and  migrated  to  the  city.  Today,  the 
city  is  everything  but  the  dream  it  has 
been  portrayed  to  be.  If  this  urban  prob¬ 
lem  is  to  be  controlled,  we  must  return 
opportunities  and  people  to  the  rural 
areas. 

Our  second  alternative  is  to  ignore  the 
region.  This  has  been  our  traditional  ap¬ 
proach  and  one  which  some  here  would 
like  to  see  continued.  To  continue  this 
policy  is  to  ignore  the  problem  of  both 
the  people  in  the  rural  area  and  the  pop¬ 
ulated  area.  v 

The  third  approach  we  might  take  is 
that  of  subsidizing  the  region.  Appa¬ 
lachia  is  partially  a  story  of  subsidization. 
We  have  expanded  welfare,  we  have  con¬ 
structed  public  works,  but  to  me  it  is  still 
lacking  in  overall  regional  coordinaion  to 
meet  the  problems  causing  the  low 
income. 

A  fourth  procedure  would  be  to  relo¬ 
cate  the  people  of  the  region.  I  need  not 
tell  you  how  unpopular  this  idea  is  with 
the  citizens  or  the  political  leaders.  This 
would  work  to  eliminate  one  part  of  the 
problem — the  people  would  be  moved  to 
an  area  where  opportunity  was  greater. 
Of  course,  the  problems  of  the  urban 
area  would  be  increased  as  the  price  of 
solving  the  rural  problem,  and  in  the 
longi'un,  we  will  create  more  problems. 

The  fifth  choice  places  emphasis  on 
expansion.  This  advocates  more  jobs 
with  the  hope  per  capita  income  will 
benefit.  For  some  people,  this  may  prove 
to  be  the  answer,  but  again  the  basic 
causes  of  low  incomes  are  not  attacked. 

The  sixth  and  last  alternative  is  eco¬ 
nomic  development.  This,  the  harder  ap¬ 
proach,  works  for  the  development  of 
better  jobs.  Not  just  more  jobs,  but  bet¬ 
ter  jobs.  These  jobs  produce  a  higher 
per  capita  income  because  potentials 
are  identified  and  met. 

The  challenge  to  the  new  regions 
being  formed  under  the  authority  of  the 
Economic  Development  Act,  is  to  change 
the  system.  We  must  see  that  it  is  a  sys¬ 
tem  actually  capable  of  eliminating,  or 
significantly  reducing,  the  causes  of  low 
per  capita  incomes.  The  solutions  to  these 
root  causes  are  found  in  the  regions  and 
not  in  Washington.  I  feel  these  changes 
are  effectively  promoted  by  title  II  of 
S.  602  and  that  is  why  I  support  it 
strongly. 

I  can  only  speak  of  my  experiences  in 
the  Ozarks  region.  But,  I  am  sure  these 
experiences  are  much  like  those  of  my 
colleagues  in  other  areas. 

In  Arkansas,  the  local  people  have 
started  to  work  on  identifying  the  needs 
required  to  solve  the  basic  causes  of  the 
low  incomes.  They  are  not  looking  for 
welfare.  Our  local  communities,  counties, 
and  State  government,  through  the  coor¬ 
dination  of  the  Governor  are  working  to 
help  apply  the  solutions  that  are  plan¬ 
ned.  When  we  do  identify  our  needs  in 
coordination  with  the  needs  of  adjoin¬ 
ing  counties  of  other  States  in  our  de¬ 
pressed  Ozark  region  we  will  be  ready  to 
join  forces  with  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 


This  is  the  logical  reason,  it  appears  to 
me,  that  we  need  our  overall  plan  to  be 
presented  to  one  executive  position  at 
the  Federal  level — so  that  the  program 
as  a  total  approach,  not  piecemeal,  may 
be  evaluated  and  coordinated  with  all  of 
the  executive  departments  involved.  Ad¬ 
mittedly,  in  finding  a  solution  our  region 
and  others  will  be  calling  upon  the  op¬ 
erating  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  technical  evaluation  as  they  de¬ 
velop.  At  this  moment  the  new  regions 
are  not  as  immediately  concerned  with 
the  problem  of  agency  coordination  be¬ 
cause  their  funding  in  this  bill  is  for 
technical  assistance,  planning,  and  sup¬ 
plemental  grants  in  aid,  which  will  be 
under  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  However  when  regional  plan¬ 
ning  develops  programs  that  justify  ex¬ 
penditures  in  addition  to  these  supple¬ 
mental  grants  in  aid  the  regional 
commissions  should  be  operating  on  the 
same  footing  as  the  Appalachian  Com¬ 
mission. 

Any  discussion  about  Federal  coordi¬ 
nation  requires  attention  be  directed  to¬ 
ward  the  cost  of  the  program.  In  this 
case,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  must  look  at  two 
costs.  The  cost  of  acting  and  the  cost  of 
not  acting. 

In  the  part  of  Arkansas  that  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Ozarks  region,  the  local, 
State,  and  Federal  Government  was 
cheated  of  $344  million  in  tax  revenues 
last  year.  These  levels  of  government 
would  have  had  this  much  additional 
revenue  had  the  people  of  this  small  area 
enjoyed  the  average  national  income. 

To  coordinate  the  Federal  portion  of 
an  effective  regional  development  pro¬ 
gram  in  fiscal  year  1968,  it  will  cost  $7.5 
million  per  regional  commission  and  in 
1969,  it  would  cost  around  $12.5  million. 
I  feel  this  is  a  reasonable  amount  to 
start  a  program  that  may  be  regional  in 
its  geographic  concept  but  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  national  in  its  economic  implica¬ 
tions  for  the  future. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mc- 
Dade] . 

(Mr.  McDADE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
give  my  unqualified  support  to  this  bill. 

The  program  carried  out  by  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission  has  had  a 
solid  and  constructive  beginning.  It  is  a 
program  which  represents  a  unique  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  Federal  and  State 
Governments,  and  has  proven  itself  a 
useful  and  effective  way  to  do  business. 
It  should,  in  my  judgment,  be  considered 
a  precedent  for  the  handling  of  other 
Federal  programs.  The  Governors  have 
.their  say;  the  Federal  cochairman  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  has  his  say;  and 
out  of  this  joint  process  have  come  wise 
and  prudent  decisions  on  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  Appalachian  Act  funds. 

I  hope  I  may  recall  to  your  attention, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  birth  of  this  bill  in 
the  Congress.  At  the  time,  the  Governors 
of  the  several  States  appeared  before  the 
committee  to  testify.  Our  own  Governor, 
the  distinguished  William  W.  Scranton, 


appeared  not  only  to  testify  to  the  merits 
of  this  whole  concept,  but  more  particu¬ 
larly  to  request  that  there  be  added  to  the 
Appalachian  Act  the  mine  restoration 
section  which  deals  specifically  with  as¬ 
sistance  to  those  communities  which  find 
themselves  facing  a  serious  problem  by 
reason  of  underground  mine  fires  and 
mine  subsidences.  I  have  seen  that  pro¬ 
gram  working  in  my  own  district,  and  I 
assure  you  that  this  is  a  program  of  im¬ 
mense  value,  in  terms  both  of  human  life 
and  of  property. 

The  northern  section  of  the  anthracite 
region  in  Pennsylvania  terminates  in  my 
congressional  district.  The  principal  city 
in  the  area  is  the  city  of  Scranton.  Out 
of  this  region  has  come,  for  a  century, 
millions  of  dollars’  worth  of  anthracite 
coal,  which  not  only  fueled  the  homes 
and  industries  of  America,  but  which 
also  created  a  major  industry  in  the  area 
in  which  it  was  mined. 

Unfortunately,  the  story  has  another 
side.  The  very  process  of  mining  left  be¬ 
hind  the  threat  of  subsidences  in  the  ter¬ 
rain  over  the  mines.  The  residue  of  min¬ 
ing  left  behind  the  possibility  of  fire 
breaking  out  in  abandoned  areas.  We 
have  faced  both  of  these  problems  in  my 
distinct.  And  we  have  faced  them  with 
great  success  precisely  because  of  the 
assistance  given  through  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Act. 

We  have  built  a  whole  new  economy  in 
the  area  that  once  depended  for  its  ex¬ 
istence  on  the  anthracite  mining  indus¬ 
try.  Where  once  we  had  unemployment, 
we  have  built  a  new  prosperity  in  the 
diversity  of  industries  which  have  come 
to  our  area. 

And  these  industries  started  to  come 
long  before  our  public  institutions  fo¬ 
cused  their  attentions  on  the  problems  of 
unemployment.  In  the  city  of  Scranton 
the  concept  of  self-help  through  indus¬ 
trial  development  was  born  and  blos¬ 
somed.  Countless  millions  of  dollars  vol¬ 
untarily  given  by  people  from  all  walks 
of  life  permitted  us  to  begin  our  own  at¬ 
tack  on  the  problem  of  unemployment 
and  we  are  succeeding.  New  industrial 
giants  like  the  Radio  Corp.  of  America, 
Litton  Industries,  and  the  American  Can 
Co.  have  joined  the  list  of  corporate  cit¬ 
izens  who  have  long  made  this  area  their 
home. 

But  we  have  other  problems — difficult 
problems — problems  that  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  local  resources  which  this  act 
permits  us  to  conquer.  I  am  sure  that 
most  of  my  colleagues  in  the  House  are 
not  readily  familiar  with  the  problems 
which  can  be  created  by  an  underground 
mine  fire  or  an  underground  mine  subsi¬ 
dence.  They  can  be  exceedingly  difficult 
if  the  proper  tools  are  not  available. 

Many  years  ago  a  mine  subsidence  or 
mine  fire  represented  a  critical  threat  to 
the  future  of  the  community  where  it  oc¬ 
curred.  Today  these  problems  are  solva¬ 
ble  because  we  have  the  machinery  to 
deal  with  them  quickly  and  effectively, 
and  that  machinery  is  the  bill  which  we 
consider  today. 

Let  me  give  you  two  examples; 

Recently  two  mine  fires  burning  un¬ 
derground  were  discovered  within  my 
district.  Potentially  they  contained  the 
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seeds  to  destroy  the  industrial  base  which 
the  people  of  my  area  have  fought  for 
20  years  to  build.  Potentially  they  con¬ 
tained  the  seeds  to  destroy  the  homes  of 
people  who  had  spent  a  lifetime  paying 
for  them.  But,  thanks  to  the  machinery 
of  this  bill,  thanks  to  the  expertise  of 
people  who  have  developed  a  new  tech¬ 
nology  to  deal  with  the  horrible  problem 
of  an  underground  mine  fire,  we  are  able 
to  deal  with  them  with  quiet  confidence. 

Take  away  this  act,  take  away  the 
muscle  that  is  its  authorization,  take 
away  the  expertise  that  has  developed 
this  technology,  and  you  will  have  de- 
destroyed  one  of  the  most  enlightened 
and  important  steps  we  have  taken  in 
the  5  years  that  I  have  been  a  Member 
of  this  body. 

In  short,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 
literally  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people 
in  my  own  congressional  district  alone 
for  whom  the  Appalachian  Act  has  been 
the  beginning  of  an  era  instead  of  the 
end. 

I  wish,  at  this  time,  to  address  myself 
particularly  to  a  section  in  the  bill  which 
would  permit  the  States  and/or  local 
units  of  government  to  include  the  cost 
of  acquiring  land  as  part,  or  all,  of  their 
25-percent  matching  funds  on  strip- 
mine  reclamation  projects.  According 
to  a  study  by  the  Department  of  Interior, 
only  4  percent  of  the  strip  mine  areas  in 
Appalachia  are  owned  by  public  bodies. 
Because  of  the  present  restrictions  in 
the  Appalachia  Act,  prohibiting  the 
expenditure  of  funds  on  lands  not  in 
public  ownership,  few  projects  have  de¬ 
veloped  in  the  strip  mine  areas.  This 
section,  permitting  local  or  State  units 
of  government  to  acquire  these  lands  as 
part  of  their  contributions,  would  be  a 
significant  step  to  the  further  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  region. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  long  believed 
that  that  government  is  best  which  is 
closest  to  the  people.  Through  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Act,  we  have  seen  the  Federal 
Government  move  closer  to  the  people 
through  the  partnership  which  has  come 
about  with  the  governments  of  the  States. 
I  have  observed  no  attempt  on  the  part 
of  the  administrators  of  this  program  to 
make  this  a  political  program.  We  have 
had  two  successive  Republican  admin¬ 
istrations  in  Pennsylvania.  The  first,  in 
the  person  of  Governor  Scranton,  helped 
shape  the  bill.  The  second,  in  the  person 
of  Governor  Shafer,  heartily  endorses 
it. 

I  hope  there  will  be  no  funds  cut  from 
this  bill.  It  is  doing  a  vital  job  and  is 
doing  it  well,  not  only  in  the  area  of  mine 
restoration,  but  in  the  construction  of 
essential  -roads,  and  in  other  projects 
which  are  needed  in  the  Appalachian 
region. 

The  work  we  have  done  in  rebuilding 
our  area  into  an  area  of  industrial  dis¬ 
tinction  has  been  hailed  as  a  miracle  all 
across  the  United  States.  I  assure  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  intend  to  go  fur¬ 
ther  on  the  path  of  distinction,  and  I 
assure  you  equally  that  this  bill  is  a  vital 
tool  for  us  to  use  along  the  way. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Don  H. 
Clausen], 


(Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

[Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
7  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Carter], 

Mr.  CARTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the 
endorsement  of  this  House  today  for 
S.  602,  which  extends  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for 
another  2  years.  I  especially  urge  the 
approval  of  section  211^of  this  act — pro¬ 
viding  funds  for  vocational  education — 
at  the  authorization  level  that  was  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  for  the  spirit  of 
bipartisanship  which  has  dominated  its 
work  during  the  2  years  that  it  has  been 
in  existence. 

I  think  that  the  Commission  has  done 
an  admirable  job  of  administering  the 
Appalachian  program.  At  no  time  has 
there  been  any  evidence  of  partisan  in¬ 
fluence  on  the  operation  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  program.  This,  I  believe,  is  a 
real  tribute  to  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  representatives  of  the  Federal 
Government,  and  the  12  Appalachian 
States. 

In  the  past,  most  people  in  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region  have  earned  their 
income  from  one  of  three  major  activi- 
tivities — coal  mining,  heavy  industry, 
and  farming.  Nationally,  employment  in 
these  occupations  has  declined  over  the 
past  quarter  century,  but  the  effects  in 
the  Appalachian  region  have  been  par¬ 
ticularly  severe. 

Additionally,  thousands  of  young  Ap¬ 
palachians  enter  the  labor  force  each 
year.  It  is  essential  that  they  meet  the 
world  of  work  possessing  some  occupa¬ 
tional  skills,  lest  they  jump  from  school 
rolls  to  welfare  rolls  without  ever  hold¬ 
ing  a  job. 

The  answer  to  this  dilemma  is  voca¬ 
tional  education.  Section  211  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965  authorized  $16  million  for  con¬ 
struction  of  new  vocational  education 
centers — either  in  conjunction  with  high 
schools  or  separately — and  for  purchases 
of  equipment  for  these  new  schools.  The 
full  authorization  was  appropriated  and, 
by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1967,  virtually 
every  penny  has  been  used. 

Vocational  training  is  indisputably  one 
of  the  most  essential  ingredients  in  the 
development  and  improvement  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region.  The  Appalachian 
States  have  all  recognized  the  importance 
of  providing  vocational  training  to  the 
greatest  possible  number  of  people  who 
can  profit  from  it.  In  fact,  the  vocational 
education  program  has  been  one  of  the 
most  successful  and  most  popular  of  the 
various  programs  under  the  Appalachian 
Act. 

Appalachia’s  most  valuable  asset  is  its 
people.  But  the  region  has  not  used  its 
people  wisely.  To  often,  they  have  been 
ignored  and  neglected.  They  have  been 
allowed  to  go  without  jobs,  usually  be¬ 
cause  they  do  not  possess  the  skills  which 
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are  necessary  to  perform  today’s  jobs. 
That  is  why  there  are  hundred  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  Appalachian  people  who  are 
forced  to  subsist  on  welfare  and  who  have 
lost  all  hope  of  working. 

That  is  also  why  millions  of  Appa¬ 
lachian  people  have  left  the  region  and 
gone  to  the  big  cities  where  they  hope 
to  find  work.  Massive  migration  to  the 
cities  has  been  no  solution.  It  has  only, 
compounded  the  national  problem  of 
what  to  do  about  the  hordes  of  unskilled 
who  have  crowded  into  the  cities. 

The  way  to  alleviate  the  plight  of  the 
unemployed  in  Appalachia  is  contained 
in  the  vocational  education  program 
which  we  are  now  considering.  This  pro¬ 
gram  will  take  the  high  school  dropout 
and  the  poorly  trained  adult  and  equip 
him  to  perform  a  worthwhile  job.  These 
jobs  can  be  found  and  they  can  be  found 
in  Appalachia.  Some  of  these  jobs  are 
going  begging  right  now  in  Kentucky  and 
West  Virginia  and  elsewhere  in  the  region 
because  there  are  not  enough  people  who 
are  trained  to  fill  them.  But,  unless  these 
people  get  the  training  that  they  so  des¬ 
perately  need,  they  will  only  linger  as 
statistics  on  the  unemployment  rolls  and 
the  welfare  rolls  of  Appalachia — or  per¬ 
haps  Chicago  and  Detroit  and  other  big 
cities. 

The  House  Public  Works  Committee — 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission — set  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  vocational  education  projects  for 
the  next  2  years  at  $26  million,  or  $10 
million  more  than  the  1967-68  period. 
The  Appalachian  Commission  indicates 
that  current  estimates  for  vocational 
education  facilities  could  use  $40  million 
in  Federal  funds  in  fiscal  year  1968.  Ap¬ 
proximately  $20.5  million  will  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Appalachian  region  in  fiscal 
year  1968  under  the  Vocational  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1963.  The  rapid  pace  of  voca¬ 
tional  school  construction  in  the  region 
has  placed  an  increasing  burden  on  these 
funds  for  operations.  Even  with  an  addi¬ 
tional  $13  million  in  fiscal  year  1968 — 
half  of  the  Commission’s  biennial  re¬ 
quest — Federal  funds  will  fall  consider¬ 
ably  short  of  the  level  which  could  be 
effectively  utilized. 

These  statistics  make  clear  that  the 
$26  million  authorization  for  Appalach¬ 
ian  vocational  education  facilities  in 
the  next  2  years  is  a  justifiable  and  de¬ 
sirable  investment. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  yield  4  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Dun¬ 
can]. 

(Mr.  DUNCAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DUNCAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  legislation.  It  is  never 
a  pleasure  to  oppose  the  ranking  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  minority,  because  there  is  no 
one  in  the  House  of  Representatives  for 
whom  I  have  greater  respect  and  admi¬ 
ration.  His  sincerity  certainly  is  unques¬ 
tionable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  interested 
in  the  remarks  of  my  colleagues  who  call 
this  legislation  favoritism.  In  the  make¬ 
up  of  our  country  we  have  had  and  al¬ 
ways  will  have  an  unequal  distribution 
of  Federal  funds  for  certain  Federal  pro¬ 
grams.  This  bill  does  favor  my  area  of 
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Appalachia.  However,  the  people  of  my 
area  also  believe  that  other  areas  of  this 
country  are  favored  by  other  Federal 
programs. 

For  example,  the  total  expenditures  of 
Federal  aid  for  highway  construction  in 
our  State  of  Tennessee  is  $28.16  per 
capita,  but  we  are  not  complaining  be¬ 
cause  Nevada  received  $95.53  per  person, 
Alaska  received  $199.79  per  person,  Mon¬ 
tana  $84.04,  Wyoming  $146.49  per  per¬ 
son,  and  a  great  number  of  other  non- 
Appalachian  States  receive  as  much  as 
100  percent  more  than  does  our  State, 
and  other  Appalachian  States  surround¬ 
ing  our  State. 

We  are  not  also  complaining  because 
Florida,  Alaska,  California,  Arkansas, 
Kansas,  Louisiana,  New  York*  Oklahoma, 
Rhode  Island,  and  Iowa,  and  20  other 
States,  receive  a  considerably  amount 
more  Federal  funds  per  capita  for  public 
assistance  than  does  my  State  and  other 
States  in  my  area. 

We  have  heard  much  about  agricul¬ 
ture  conservation,  and  I  understand 
there  will  be  an  amendment  to  delete  any 
work  for  agriculture  conservation,  or 
any  conservation  in  Appalachia. 

The  Members  may  be  interested  in 
knowing  about  and  hearing  these  figures, 
and  I  will  ask  them  how  they  sound  when 
we  talk  about  favoritism.  Would  the 
Members  believe  that  the  per-capita  ex¬ 
penditure  for  the  program  in  agricul¬ 
ture  conservation  is  $165.98  in  North 
Dakota,  $112.79  in  Nebraska,  $101.29  in 
South  Dakota,  $86.58  in  Kansas,  $75.85 
in  Iowa,  while  at  the  same  time  in  these 
five  States  in  my  Appalachian  area  these 
figures  read  as  follows:  Alabama  $9.93, 
Georgia  $10.87,  Virginia  $4.18,  Tennessee 
$9.96,  and  Kentucky  $13.31. 

We  also  find  from  these  figures — and 

1  received  these  figures  from  the  Library 
of  Congress — that  in  these  same  States 
that  we  call  the  “prosperous  States” 
they  receive  more  Federal  funds  per 
capita  for  education  than  do  most  of  the 
States  in  the  Appalachian  program. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  let  us  be  fair 
when  we  talk  of  favoritism. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  HarshaI. 

(Mr.  HARSHA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  pending  legislation  to 
revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  for  a  period  of 

2  years. 

When  the  Appalachian  bill  was  con¬ 
sidered  by  Congress  in  1965,  it  was 
understood  that  this  special,  remedial 
program,  to  deal  with  the  chronic  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  of  the  Appalachian 
region,  would  have  a  6-year  life.  The 
highway  portion  of  the  program  was 
authorized  for  6  years  in  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  such  a  major  construction 
program  could  not  be  accomplished  in 
a  shorter  term.  The  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  was  chartered  for  a 
6 -year  period  to  administer  the  program. 

Other  sections  of  the  act  were  author¬ 
ized  for  only  2  years  to  give  the  Con¬ 
gress  an  opportunity  to  examine  the 


program  after  2  years  of  operation  and 
to  determine  what,  if  any,  modifications 
should  be  made  in  it.  The  bill  before  us 
would  authorize  for  an  additional  2  years 
programs  to  improve  the  public  facilities 
of  the  region,  with  particular  interest  on 
health  and  education,  programs  to  deal 
with  the  legacy  of  mining  which  afflicts 
so  much  of  the  region,  programs  for  land 
conservation  and  for  utilization  of  the 
region’s  water  resources. 

There  is  little  question  that  2  years 
experience  with  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965  leads  to 
the  conclusion  that  this  House  was  cor¬ 
rect  in  its  initial  judgment  to  establish 
the  program.  The  minority  views,  in  fact, 
filed  by  several  of  my  colleagues  on  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  contain 
no  criticism  of  the  administration  of  the 
program  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  and,  indeed,  make  the  point 
that  all  evidence  presented  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  points  to  the  fact  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  “honestly  and  consci¬ 
entiously  administered.” 

There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  talk,  off 
and  on,  over  the  past  several  years  about 
States  right,  about  States  prerogatives, 
and  about  how  the  Federal  Government 
has  usurped  almost  all  of  them. 

There  is  also  talk  of  an  attempt  to 
reverse  this  trend,  of  revenue  sharing 
with  the  States,  block  grants  to  the 
States  and  a  general  restoration,  within 
our  Federal  system,  of  State  sovereignty. 

I  submit  that  the  bill  before  us  today 
is  one  of  the  best  things  this  House  has 
seen  for  doing  just  that,  for  recognizing 
and  restoring  the  responsibility  of  State 
government. 

The  way  it  works  is  that  the  States  in 
league  with  their  local  communities  de¬ 
cide  their  own  needs  alnd  their  priorities 
for  the  use  of  Appalachian  Act  funds, 
and  then  justify  them  to  their  sister 
States  and  the  Federal  Government.  This 
process  requires  the  Governors  of  these 
States,  as  the  officials  most  intimately 
concerned,  to  make  the  fundamental  de¬ 
cisions  on  the  investment  of  funds. 

Each  and  every  specific  project  is  born 
in  and  of  the  States.  Local  communities, 
working  with  the  State  governments, 
form  and  shape  the  programs  which  the 
States  then  submit  to  the  Commission. 

If,  for  example,  a  State  decides  its 
needs  lie  in  the  field  of  vocational  educa¬ 
tion,  it  then  makes  the  commitment  to 
invest  available  Appalachian  funds  to  fill 
this  need.  More  and  more  States,  inci¬ 
dentally,  are  finding  that  vocational  ed¬ 
ucation  is  a  key  to  economic  advance¬ 
ment.  x 

Vocational  education  helps  to  meet  two 
of  the  region’s  greatest  needs:  upgrad¬ 
ing  the  skills  of  the  unemployed  and 
providing  skills  to  those  about  to  enter 
the  labor  force.  One  of  Appalachia’s 
deepest  seated  problems  has  been  lack 
of  skilled  people  who  can  neither  find 
productive  work  nor  keep  up  with  the 
rapid  technological  changes  which  make 
the  old  skills  obsolete. 

I  am  pleased,  for  that  reason,  that  our 
committee  has  seen  fit  to  increase  the 
authorization  for  vocational  education 
for  the  next  2  years  from  $18  to  $26 
million.  In  the  first  2  years  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  nearly  $16  million  has  been  obli¬ 
gated  to  build  some  70  such  schools.  I 


hope  a  lot  more  will  be  built  in  the  next 
2  years. 

At  the  same  time  I  would  note  that  the 
committee  has  made  a  considerable  re¬ 
duction  in  the  authorizations  that  were 
recommended  by. the  other  body.  This 
reduction  amounts  to  over  $53  million. 

The  point  here  is  not  so  much  the 
amount  of  money  to  be  spent  nor  for 
what  purpose  it  is  to  be  spent.  The  point 
I  am  trying  to  make  is  that  in  my  State 
of  Ohio  and  all  the  other  States  the  peo¬ 
ple  and  their  Governors  decide  the 
things  needed  to  give  Appalachia  eco¬ 
nomic  equity.  They  are  not  told  in  any 
instance  by  the  Federal  Government 
what  is  best  for  them.  They  decide  in 
their  own  interest  what  is  best  for  them. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  the  way  a 
lot  of  us  would  like  to  see  things  operate. 
We  keep  talking  about  the  role  of  the 
States  and  their  better  qualifications  for 
deciding  their  own  best  interests.  To¬ 
day,  gentlemen,  we  are  being  asked  quite 
frankly  to  put  our  money  where  our 
mouth  is. 

Mi'.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  merely  wish  to 
compliment  the  gentleman  for  a  very 
fine  statement,  and  I  think  a  statement 
that  is  consistent  on  the  point  of  the 
role  of  the  States  in  connection  with  our 
resource  development  and  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  human  resources.  I  think 
the  gentleman  has  stated  very  correctly 
the  great  strength  of  this  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  approach  as  we  have  been  fol¬ 
lowing  it.  We  have  relied  very  heavily 
upon  the  States  for  initiative  and  deci¬ 
sion  in  connection  with  this  program.  I 
think  that  is  the  secret  of  its  success  and 
its  popularity  at  the  grass  roots  in  the 
States.  That  is  why  it  is  so  inconceiv¬ 
able  to  me  that  some  of  the  very  out¬ 
spoken  champions  of  States  rights  in 
this  body  apparently  have  abandoned 
this  principle  insofar  as  this  program  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

It  was  stated  earlier  that  the  intent 
of  the  Appalachian  highway  program 
has  been  violated  by  the  application  of 
funds  on  routes  where  some  kinds  of 
roads  now  exist.  This  gives  a  total  false 
impression  of  what  this  program  is  about 
and  why  it  was  enacted. 

It  is  true  that  this  program  is  to  “open 
up  new  areas”;  it  is  not  only  to  make 
those  cities  and  towns,  where  employ¬ 
ment  exists,  accessible  to  people  who  live 
in  the  Appalachian  region,  but  also  to 
open  up  the  Appalachian  areas  to  stim¬ 
ulate  new  investment  in  those  areas  to 
encourage  travel  and  tourism  therein. 

Many  of  the  corridors  designated  by 
the  Appalachian  program  for  the  receipt 
of  these  funds  are  now  traversed  by  a 
road  because  there  are  few  avenues  of 
passage  through  these  mountains.  These 
roads  are  circuituous  and  often  danger¬ 
ous.  They  are  not,  in  many  cases,  ca¬ 
pable  of  handling  heavy  commercial 
traffic  or  making  these  areas  attractive 
for  new  plant  location  and  the  develop- 
•ment  of  new  jobs.  Straightening  out  and 
rebuilding  these  roads  to  provide  a  re¬ 
gional  system  of  highways  is  essential 
to  the  growth  of  the  region. 
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It  should  be  noted  that  even  dealing 
with  corridors  where  existing  right-of- 
way  is  used  and,  in  some  cases,  even 
existing  pavement,  the  estimated  cost  of 
providing  adequate  highways  in  the  des¬ 
ignated  system  is  close  to  $2.2  billion. 
The  Appalachian  Commission,  with  the 
States  concurring,  voted  to  live  with 
what  was  authorized  for  the  original 
system — $840  million — and  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  does  not  provide  for  any  general 
increase.  This  was  done  because  of  an 
awareness  for  the  need  for  economy  and 
careful  use  of  these  funds.  If  totally  new 
locations  were  used,  the  cost  would  be 
astronomical. 

My  colleague  from  Ohio  earlier  referred 
to  Route  50  as  being  a  poor  choice  for  an 
Appalachian  corridor  because  it  went  to 
Cincinnati.  Route  50  is  a  key  link  in  the 
Appalachian  system,  traversing  the  cen¬ 
tral  area  of  the  region  where  unemploy¬ 
ment  has  been  a  major  problem.  It  pro¬ 
vides  an  east-west  route  from  Cincinnati 
to  the  Baltimore-Washington  area, 
through  the  heart  of  Appalachia — 
southern  Ohio  and  West  Virginia.  The 
commerce  it  will  generate  through  this 
area  will  return  many  times  over  its  cost. 
Other  routes  serve  other  key  population 
centers  such  as  the  corridor  from  Colum¬ 
bus,  south  to  Asheville,  N.C. 

An  adequate  highway  system  in  this 
day  and  age  is  a  prerequisite  to  economic 
progress. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Montana. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  The  highway  goes  the 
other  way  from  Cincinnati  also,  does  it 
not? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Highway  50? 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  think  it  probably  does. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  The  implication  was  that 
it  went  to  Cincinnati.  I  just  wanted  to 
know  if  it  went  the  other  way,  too. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  think  it  does. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  It  traverses  several 
counties  that  need  this  highway.  Is  that 
not  correct?  , 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  do  not  think  the  Ap¬ 
palachia  portion  of  it  extends  beyond 
there. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  But  there  are  several 
counties? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  It  goes  clear  across  the 
country,  but  it  is  a  key  link  to  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  system.  It  provides  an  East-West 
link. 

There  has  been  a  lot  said  about  the 
pending  bill  amending  the  original  act 
to  provide  for  the  appropriation  of  all 
Appalachian  Act  program  funds  to  the 
President. 

It  is  true  this  procedure  is  in  contrast 
to  the  present  law  under  which  appro¬ 
priations  are  made  to  the  several  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Federal  Government,  hav¬ 
ing  responsibilities  under  the  act.  How¬ 
ever  this  change  has  been  suggested  to 
permit  consolidation  of  the  program  for 
budgetary  purposes  and  permit  flexibil¬ 
ity  in  the  use  of  Appalachian  Act  appro¬ 
priations. 

To  my  mind,  the  essential  reason  for 
this  change — and  its  primary  justifica¬ 
tion — is  that  it  manifests  a  vote  of  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  and  the  conception  of  Fed¬ 


eral-State  partnership  which  it  involves. 
Appropriation  of  funds  to  the  President 
is  a  further  means  of  emphasizing  the 
prerogatives  and  roles  of  the  States  in 
the  planning  of  these  funds.  It  permits 
the  Appalachian  Governors  to  deal  with 
confidence  with  the  Federal  cochairman 
of  the  Commission,  the  President’s  rep¬ 
resentative,  and  to  participate  in  the  key 
decisions  regarding  where  limited  funds 
can  best  be  used  within  the  framework 
of  the  program. 

This  change  emphasizes  the  independ¬ 
ence  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  which  is  so  rare  a  creature  that 
we  should  give  it  every  possible  chance 
for  complete  success. 

The  line  agencies  responsible  for  the 
basic  program  areas  in  which  the  Com¬ 
mission  operates  would  not  be  shut  out 
because  there  is  provision  in  this  bill 
that  all  their  standards  and  criteria  be 
met  and  their  opinions  and  recommen¬ 
dations,  rules,  and  regulations  be  hon¬ 
ored. 

This  is  a  gesture  of  belief  that  we 
know  what  we  are  talking  about  when 
we  say  the  several  States  should  be  an 
equal  partner  in  the  federal  system. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  Chairman  this  leg¬ 
islation  is  the  product  of  bipartisan  con¬ 
tributions  and  consideration.  Many 
amendments  recommended  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  were  adopted.  The  minority  in 
their  report  maintain  that  the  program 
is  being  honestly  and  conscientiously 
administered.  With  such  a  commenda¬ 
tion  it  would  seem  quite  reasonable  to 
ask  this  body  to  extend  this  program 
for  another  2  years.  A  truly  impressive 
beginning  has  been  made  and  the  prom¬ 
ise  this  program  holds  for  the  future 
is  such  that  continuation  of  it  is  unques¬ 
tionably  in  the  national  interest.  We  are 
trying  to  preserve  the  resources  of  this 
Nation. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con¬ 
sume  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Taylor]. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
giving  strong  support  to  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  Appalachian  program  is  an 
historic  landmark  in  State-Federal  re¬ 
lationships.  It  is  one  of  the  Nation’s  best 
examples  of  success  through  teamwork 
by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  This  is  the  best  administered 
program  which  I  have  seen  since  coming 
to  Washington. 

It  was  the  Appalachian  Governors  who 
first  urged  an  interstate  approach  to  the 
problems  of  the  region  and  who  origi¬ 
nated  the  Appalachian  program.  A  re¬ 
markable  degree  of  cooperation  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  Gover¬ 
nors  has  marked  the  work  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Commission  from  the  very 
beginning.  The  Appalachian  program  is 
bringing  new  hope  to  the  18  million  peo¬ 
ple  who  live  in  the  hills  and  mountains 
of  Appalachia. 

The  strength  of  this  program,  in  part, 
lies  in  its  adaptability  from  State  to 
State,  each  State  using  it  to  solve  its 
own  problems  and  to  meet  its  own  needs. 
It  has  permitted  national  goals  to  be 
translated  into  workable  programs  to 
meet  local  needs.  This  program  is  making 
possible  the  construction  of  vitally 
needed  highways,  health  and  vocational 
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facilities,  sewage  treatment  plants  and 
other  community  facilities. 

The  Appalachian  program  is,  in  my 
opinion,  the  most  important  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation  for  the  people  of  western  North 
Carolina  that  has  been  enacted  since 
I  became  a  Member  of  Congress. 

This  is  a  program  to  rebuild  and  re¬ 
vitalize  the  economy  of  the  entire  Ap¬ 
palachian  area.  The  highway  building 
proposals  in  the  Appalachian  bill, 
coupled  with  its  other  features,  promise 
relief  to  an  area  which  has  suffered  eco¬ 
nomically  because  of  an  inadequate  high¬ 
way  system. 

The  rugged  geography  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region  creates  tremendous  trans¬ 
portation  problems  and  much  higher 
construction  costs. 

Appalachia  is  an  underdeveloped  re¬ 
gion  with  vast  untapped  human  and 
physical  resources.  In  most  sections  of 
the  Appalachian  Mountains,  as  in  my 
area,  the  people  have  been  active  in  try¬ 
ing  to  solve  their  own  problems.  They 
have  been  resourceful,  self-reliant,  and 
courageous.  They  have  worked  hard  and 
accomplished  much. 

Since  1948,  Western  North  Carolina 
Associated  Communities  has  been  an  ac¬ 
tive  organization  promoting  regional  de¬ 
velopment.  This  organization  founded 
-the  Western  North  Carolina  Regional 
Planning  Commission  which,  with  the 
aid  of  a  professional  planning  agency, 
made  an  economic  analysis  of  the  area 
and  outlined  a  development  program. 
The  development  report  stated  that  the 
key  to  the  development  of  western  North 
Carolina  is  roads  and  highways,  and  I 
know  that  the  same  applies  to  other  sec¬ 
tions  of  Appalachia. 

I  am  strongly  supporting  S.  602.  It 
offers  continued  hope  and  economic  up¬ 
lift  to  a  section  of  our  Nation.  But  I  will 
confine  my  remarks  in  the  main  to  the 
importance  of  the  highway  construction 
and  the  vocational  education  provisions 
of  the  bill. 

Isolation  is  the  prime  problem  of  Ap¬ 
palachia.  Highway  and  rail  builders 
usually  found  it  easier  to  bypass  this 
mountainous  region  than  to  traverse  it. 

Civilization  moves  with  transportation 
and  transportation  has  been  an  impor¬ 
tant  factor  in  the  development  of  each 
section  of  our  great  country.  The  Ap¬ 
palachian  region  lies  close  to  great  con¬ 
centrations  of  people  and  wealth,  but 
isolation  caused  by  inadequate  highways 
and  transportation  facilities  has  pre¬ 
vented  the  extension  of  such  growth  and 
economic  prosperity  into  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Mountains. 

Highways  are  needed  to  ease  traffic 
congestion  in  some  places  and  are  needed 
as  an  instrument  of  economic  develop¬ 
ment  throughout  the  Appalachian  area. 

By  opening  the  door  to  transportation, 
we  lay  the  foundation  for  private  enter¬ 
prise  to  come  in  to  build  and  develop 
wealth  and  jobs.  The  area  is  rich  in  cli¬ 
mate,  in  water,  and  timber  resources,  and 
in  human  resources.  Make  the  area  ac¬ 
cessible  with  modern  highways  and  these 
resources  will  bring  about  its  develop¬ 
ment  along  industrial  and  recreational 
lines  and  will  convert  it  into  a  land  of 
promise. 
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I  am  proud  to  report  that  practically 
all  of  the  Appalachian  corridor  high¬ 
ways  approved  for  western  North  Caro¬ 
lina  are  in  some  stage  of  development — 
either  in  the  engineerring,  right-of-way 
acquisition,  contract  letting,  or  construc¬ 
tion  stage.  The  first  link  of  Appalachian 
corridor  highway  was  completed  and 
dedicated  last  fall  near  Asheville,  N.C. 
This  new  highway  system  is  breaking 
down  the  isolation  caused  by  North  Caro¬ 
lina  mountains  so  as  to  permit  the  area 
to  engage  more  fully  in  interstate  and 
international  commerce.  The  construc¬ 
tion  of  access  roads  under  this  program 
will  increase  job  opportunities  for  the 
people. 

The  new  roads  and  prospects  of  new 
roads  are  already  causing  new  industries 
to  locate  in  the  region  and  present  in¬ 
dustries  to  expand.  The  new  roads 
planned  are  already  becoming  an  im¬ 
portant  factor  in  the  expansion  of  the 
area’s  tourist  business. 

The  vocational  training  and  manpower 
training  features  of  the  program  have 
done  much  to  promote  development  of 
technical  and  vocational  training  facili¬ 
ties  in  western  North  Carolina.  As  the 
doors  open  to  vocational  training  we  do 
much  to  reduce  unemployment,  create 
job  opportunities,  and  to  make  workers 
employable  by  providing  new  skills.  This 
vocational  training  development  benefits 
every  businessman  and  every  service 
establishment  by  increasing  the  earning 
ability  and  per  capita  income  of  our 
citizens.  Such  training  is  a  safeguard 
against  the  effects  of  automation  in  this 
age  of  science  and  technology.  It  provides 
that  our  most  valuable  natural  resource, 
the  brains  and  muscles  and  ingenuity  of 
our  people,  can  be  most  effectively 
utilized. 

The  Appalachian  program  is  promot¬ 
ing  local,  State,  and  Federal  cooperation 
in  meeting  the  economic  needs  of  an  im¬ 
portant  section  of  our  Nation.  It  is  en¬ 
couraging  people  to  help  themselves.  It 
deserves  the  continued  support  of 
Congress. 

(Mr.  TAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  HechlerL 

Mr.  HECHLER  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  a  bill 
which  attempts  to  go  to  the  heart  of  the 
problems  faced  in  the  Appalachian  areas 
of  our  Nation. 

This  bill  is  based  on  the  concept  that 
several  States,  working  together,  can  be 
better  armed  to  fight  economic  problems 
in  unison  than  separately.  Since  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  do  not  stop  at  State  lines, 
it  is  imperative  that  we  approach  their 
solution  on  a  regional  basis. 

The  States  solicit  the  help  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  areas  such  as  unem¬ 
ployment,  lack  of  adequate  educational 
facilities,  and  economic  isolation  due  to 
lack  of  good  transportation  facilities. 
This  idea  and  this  approach  have  been 
eminently  successful.  They  should  be 
continued. 

Representing  many  shades  of  opinion, 
many  philosophies,  and  many  political 
beliefs,  the  States  have  worked  remark¬ 


ably  well  together  in  providing  a  common 
attack  on  the  problems  they  face.  The 
States  in  the  Appalachian  region  have 
acted  with  respect  for  each  other,  with 
concern  for  each  other’s  problems  and  in 
keeping  with  the  philosophy  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  mandates  of  the  law. 

This  concept  of  State  equality,  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  the  whole  program,  does 
not  bog  down  in  any  Alphonse  and  Gas- 
ton-ism.  The  central  program  has  direc¬ 
tion  and  thrust.  It  can  be  given  even 
more  with  an  alteration  of  the  appropri¬ 
ations  procedure  so  that  the  money  can 
go  through  the  central  authority  of  the 
Commission  which  has  built-in  safe¬ 
guards  of  Federal  supervision  and  regu¬ 
lation  and  also  can  preserve  sufficient 
flexibility. 

What  this  program  has  achieved  thus 
far  is  a  beachhead.  It  has  made  a  begin¬ 
ning. 

Let  me  give  a  concrete  example  of  one 
of  the  types  of  assistance  which  can  be 
mobilized  under  the  legislation  under 
discussion.  The  two  largest  cities  of  West 
Virginia,  Charleston  and  Huntington,  are 
located  50  miles  apart.  Each  city  has  a 
population  of  less  than  100,000.  They  are 
joined  by  an  interstate  highway.  Each 
city  now  has  its  own  airport.  Each  air¬ 
port  is  inferior  by  jet  standards,  and  in 
2  or  3  years  when  the  airlines  convert  to 
jets  they  will  not  be  able  to  land  safely 
at  either  airport.  But  how  can  local  com¬ 
munities  of  the  size  of  Charleston  and 
Huntington  afford  to  finance  a  new  air¬ 
port? 

We  have  been  fortunate  in  enlisting 
the  interest  of  the  States  of  Ohio  and 
Kentucky,  our  neighbors  on  the  west,  who 
have  many  passengers  interested  in  bet¬ 
ter  air  service.  They  are  willing  to  go 
over  into  West  Virginia  to  obtain  this 
service.  But  how  do  you  put  together  a 
complex  mechanism  involving  three 
States  and  crossing  a  number  of  county 
lines?  Here  is  where  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  is  coming  into 
play.  Just  this  morning,  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  announced  a  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  grant  of  $12,000  to  en¬ 
able  the  start  of  preconstruction  plan¬ 
ning  on  a  midway  regional  airport,  half¬ 
way  between  Charleston  and  Hunting- 
ton.  This  $12,000  is  drawn  $4,000  each 
from  the  States  of  West  Virginia,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  and  Ohio’s  allocations.  It  is  sup¬ 
plemented  by  $8,000  in  local  funds  from 
the  counties  of  Cabell  and  Putnam.  The 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  is  put¬ 
ting  up  $20,000  to  help  finance  this  pre- 
construction  planning. 

I  doubt  if  we  could  tie  these  numerous 
pieces  together  were  it  not  for  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Commission,  which 
will  help  break  the  economic  isolation  by 
building  a  gi’eat  new  airport  which  will 
serve  the  most  people  at  the  least  cost. 

This  is  not  being  done  by  Federal  ad¬ 
ministrative  fiat.  Yesterday,  the  voters 
of  Cabell  County  were  called  on  to  vote 
their  share  of  $2.5  million  for  the  build¬ 
ing  of  the  airport.  The  cynics  said  that 
Cabell  County  would  never  vote  to  build 
an  airport  in  another  county,  yet  they 
came  out  in  recordbreaking  number's.  An 
unprecedented  40  percent  came  to  the 
polls,  and  they  voted  86.2  percent  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  midway  airport — by  a  smash¬ 
ing  vote  of  over  16,000  to  2,500. 


This  could  never  have  been  done  with¬ 
out  the  assistance  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission,  which  is  helping 
with  the  preconstruction  planning  funds, 
and  also  will  help  with  the  construction 
funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  bill 
will  win  wide  and  enthusiastic  support 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  FarbsteinI. 

(Mr.  FARBSTEIN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
favor  this  legislation.  The  only  trouble 
is,  I  do  not  believe  it  goes  far  enough. 

I  was  touched  by  the  heart-rending 
plea  of  the  gentleman  from  Georgia,  and 
I  echo  his  sentiments,  when  he  talks 
about  stacked  up  slums  and  ghettos. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  heard  much  of 
the  debate  which  was  going  on  this 
afternoon,  and  the  only  thing  which 
really  surprised  me  was  that  nobody,  but 
nobody,  mentioned  the  fact  that  the 
cities,  the  areas  of  grief,  the  pockets  of 
poverty,  the  slums,  are  not  at  all  being 
attacked. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  there  is  any  dis¬ 
crimination  in  this  legislation,  it  is  dis¬ 
crimination  against  the  cities.  You  hear 
talk  of  people  dreaming  of  a  better  life. 
Do  they  dream  of  a  better  life  only  in 
the  rural  areas?  Do  you  not  think  they 
dream  of  a  better  life  in  the  city  slums 
and  ghettos? 

You  talk  about  the  migration  of  people 
to  the  cities  out  of  the  rural  areas.  You 
send  these  people  up  to  the  cities  and 
then  you  wash  your  hands  of  them. 
When  we  ask  you  to  help  us,  you  turn 
a  deaf  ear.  Is  this  fair?  Is  this  decent? 
Is  this  aid  to  the  Nation  or  is  this  aid 
solely  to  particular  little  areas?  When  we 
in  the  cities  come  here  for  housing,  you 
turn  a  deaf  ear  to  us;  but  when  you  want 
funds  for  the  farmers,  well,  that  is  fine. 
We  have  to  give  it  to  you.  And  we  do. 

Tomorrow  I  am  going  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  include  pockets  of  poverty 
in  the  cities,  which,  I  hope,  will  be  added 
to  this  legislation.  I  hope  I  will  get  your 
support,  because  we  need  vocational 
schools  in  the  cities.  We  have  to  take 
those  people  off  the  welfare  rolls  and 
give  them  jobs.  Why  do  you  suppose  you 
have  riots  throughout  the  country?  In 
Newark,  Detroit,  Watts,  Harlem,  and 
Bedford  Stuyvesant?  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  crying  need  throughout  the  entire 
Nation  is  for  aid  to  those  people  living 
in  the  infernos.  But  you  ignore  this  cry 
of  despair.  There  has  not  been  one  per¬ 
son  on  the  floor  today  except  for  myself 
so  far,  who  has  gotten  up  and  raised  his 
voice  on  behalf  of  the  riot-torn  cities. 
Is  this  discrimination?  Well,  if  there  was 
ever  discrimination,  this  certainly  is  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  hope  you  gentle¬ 
men  on  the  committee  will  take  into 
consideration  the  fact  that  there  are 
people  who  need  help  besides  the  rural 
areas  and  the  fact  that  you  have  to  talk 
about  other  things  than  mountains.  You 
have  to  think  about  people.  I  hope  I  will 
get  the  assistance  of  all  of  you  gentlemen 
tomorrow  when  I  offer  my  amendment. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Ryan], 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  listened 
to  the  remarks  of  my  colleague,  who  pre¬ 
ceded  me.  He  has  raised  a  very  important 
question,  one  which  we  raised  before  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  last  year.  I 
testified  on  May  24,  1966,  in  support  of  a 
bill  which  I  had  drafted  in  conjunction 
with  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Hawkins!  some  4  or  5  years  ago  which 
would  have  made  eligible  for  public  works 
aid  under  the  then  existing  depressed 
areas  legislation  poverty  areas  of  50,000 
population  within  cities.  Unfortunately, 
under  the  present  law  either  an  entire 
county  or  an  entire  municipality  of 
250,000  persons  or  more  must  meet  the 
criteria  in  order  to  qualify  for  assistance 
under  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965.  This  means 
that  poverty  areas  within  the  major  cities 
such  as  Cleveland,  Los  Angeles,  Chicago, 
and  New  York  are  excluded  and  do  not 
receive  the  assistance  which  is  neces¬ 
sary  in  order  to  meet  the  problem  of  un¬ 
employment  as  it  affects  America;  not 
only  rural  America  but  urban  America, 
and  it  affects  practically  all  of  the  dis¬ 
tricts  which  are  represented  among  the 
435  of  us. 

I  have  drafted  an  amendment  which  I 
submitted  to  the  distinguished  floor  man¬ 
ager  of  the  pending  bill,  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  I  have  ad¬ 
vised  him  that  I  expect  to  offer  it  when 
the  bill  is  open  for  amendment  tomorrow. 

My  amendment  is  similar  to  my  bill, 
H.R.  1251.  It  would  make  eligible  for  des¬ 
ignation  as  a  redevelopment  area  a  part 
of  a  county  with  a  population  of  50,000 
or  more  or  a  part  of  a  municipality  with 
a  population  of  50,000  or  more. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  essential  to  reach 
pockets  of  poverty  and  hard-core  unem¬ 
ployment  within  our  cities. 

In  1965  the  Congress  passed  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act.  This  far-reaching  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion  provided  programs  of  grants  and 
loans  for  public  works,  development  fa¬ 
cilities,  commercial  expansion,  technical 
assistance  and  aid  to  planning  agencies, 
as  a  means  of  assisting  the  economies 
of  distressed  areas. 

Redevelopment  areas  for  the  purposes 
of  the  act  are  designated  on  the  basis  of 
median  family  income  or  unemployment 
levels.  As  I  pointed  out,  in  order  to 
qualify  for  assistance  on  the  basis  of 
these  criteria,  a  municipality  of  250,000 
persons  or  more  is  treated  as  a  whole. 
Because  of  this  statutory  definition  of  a 
redevelopment  area,  some  of  the  most 
needy  urban  areas,  which  would  other¬ 
wise  qualify,  have  been  excluded  from 
assistance.  This  stems  from  considering 
unemployment  rates  for  entire  munici¬ 
palities,  regardless  of  the  disparity  within 
them. 

Many  urban  areas  whose  extremely 
high  unemployment  has  made  them  riot- 
prone  nevertheless  are  excluded  from 


assistance  because  the  city  in  which  they 
are  located  taken  as  a  whole  does  not 
qualify.  This  quirk  in  the  act  affects  the 
Watts  area  of  Los  Angeles,  western  De¬ 
troit,  the  Hough  district  of  Cleveland, 
and  Harlem,  Bedford-Stuyvesant,  and 
south  Bronx  in  New  York. 

My  proposal  would  not  only  permit 
the  inclusion  of  needy  areas  whose  acci¬ 
dental  geographical  association  with 
more  affluent  areas  now  excludes  them, 
but  it  would  also  rationalize  the  converse 
situation  where  an  entire  larger  area  has 
been  pushed  over  the  margin  by  the 
existence  of  a  badly  depressed  area 
within  it.  If  for  example,  the  unemploy¬ 
ment  rate  in  central  Cleveland  were  to 
rise  slightly,  all  of  Cleveland,  including 
the  prosperous  areas,  would  then  be 
eligible. 

In  testifying  on  my  bill  last  year,  Eu¬ 
gene  P.  Foley,  then  Director  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Administration, 
stated  that  his  agency  was  “aware  of  and 
sympathetic  with  the  plight  of  these 
isolated  and  impoverished  urban  areas.” 

Unfortunately,  more  than  a  year  later 
the  situation  in  the  cities  has  worsened. 

If  one  wants  an  ironic  example  of  how 
the  present  criteria  operate,  he  need 
only  look  at  Cleveland,  where  a  slight 
improvement  in  the  overall  employment 
picture  last  year  disqualified  the  Hough 
area,  which  has  the  highest  unemploy¬ 
ment  in  the  Nation.  This  took  place  two 
weeks  before  the  Hough  riots. 

By  pinpointing  the  areas  of  greatest 
need,  we  will  insure  that  the  aid  will  go 
where  it  is  most  sorely  required,  and 
that  qualification  will  not  be  dependent 
on  the  economic  health  of  an  entire 
geographical  unit. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  of 
the  amendment  discussed  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Farbstein] 
and  support  of  my  proposed  amendment, 
both  of  which  are  designed  to  reach  this 
particular  problem.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
we  cannot  wait  any  longer.  A  year  has 
now  gone  by  without  any  action  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  We  have 
had  the  summer  of  1967  and  we  have  had 
Newark  and  Detroit.  One  of  the  basic 
causes  of  this  civil  disorder,  of  course,  is 
unemployment.  One  of  the  basic  reasons 
is  lack  of  job  training  and  lack  of  job  op¬ 
portunity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that  this  prob¬ 
lem  be  met  now  and  not  be  postponed 
any  longer. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  lis¬ 
tened  with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to  the 
colloquy  which  has  been  held  relating 
to  this  proposed  amendment.  However, 
I  feel  that  there  are  several  aspects  per¬ 
taining  thereto  which  I  would  like  to 
mention.  I  think  this  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  is  the  best  evidence  of  the  Pan¬ 
dora’s  box  that  is  being  opened  by  the 
inclusion  in  this  bill  of  title  n,  relating 
to  EDA. 
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If  title  II  had  not  been  brought  into 
the  actual  consideration  of  this  measure 
as  an  unrelated  matter,  this  issue  would 
not  be  before  the  House  at  this  moment, 
an  issue  on  which  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  does  not  claim  to  have  an 
answer  at  the  moment.  It  is  a  matter 
which  is  now  under  study.  It  is  a  matter 
on  which,  if  one  takes  the  approach  be¬ 
ing  proposed,  means  the  adoption  of  the 
continuation  of  programs  that  have 
proven  to  be  failures,  and  very  new  pro¬ 
grams  which  would  be  added  to  the  EDA, 
which  would  take  over  the  present  pro¬ 
grams  and  add  to  them,  with  bonus 
money. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  feel  that 
anyone  could  feel  with  proper  justifica¬ 
tion  that  by  adding  some  of  these  50,000 
persons  in  poor  areas  it  would  substan¬ 
tially  solve  the  problem,  a  problem  which 
we  cannot  solve  today  with  the  basic 
programs  which  are  now  in  existence. 
We  cannot  solve  many  of  these  problems 
with  money.  We  cannot  solve  many  of 
them  with  so-called  demonstration  cities 
programs.  We  cannot  solve  them  with 
urban  renewal  programs.  We  cannot 
solve  them  with  the  variously  proposed 
housing  programs.  We  cannot  solve  them 
with  public  housing.  And  further,  we 
cannot  solve  them  with  millions  more  in 
the  OEO  program  as  well  as  adding  any¬ 
thing  and  everything  to  the  EDA  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  only  answer  is  that 
we  would  be  giving  a  little  more  money 
to  the  present  program,  and  this  entire 
Pandora’s  box  is  opened  up,  I  feel,  un¬ 
wisely. 

So,  if  this  decision  could  be  met  by  ap 
amendment  at  the  present  time,  it  has 
not  been  adequately  considered;  there  is 
nothing  magic  about  the  figure  of  50,000 
persons;  it  has  to  be  considered  with  re¬ 
lation  to  all  of  the  present  and  planned 
new  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  by  just  placing  another 
layer  on  the  cake  of  the  present  pro¬ 
grams  is  not  the  answer.  However,  the 
main  point  here  today  is  the  fact  that 
this  Pandora’s  box  is  opened  because 
they  choose  to  use  the  EDA  approach  as 
a  rider  when,  in  fact,  we  should  be  talk¬ 
ing  about  Appalachia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  are  about  to  fin¬ 
ish  general  debate  on  this  matter,  I 
think  it  wise  that  all  Members  have  an 
accurate  idea  of  the  various  financial 
matters  relating  to  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram.  Tomorrow,  we  will  begin  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  amendments  to  S.  602,  as 
reported.  Some  of  these  amendments 
will  concern  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations.  So  that  all  Members  can  in¬ 
telligently  discuss  the  amendments  to  be 
offered  tomorrow,  I  will  request,  when 
we  go  into  the  House,  unanimous  consent 
to  include  a  financial  analysis  of  the 
Appalachian  regional  development  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  following  table  shows  the  finan¬ 
cial  analysis  of  the  Appalachian  region 
development  program  and  the  effect  of 
S.  602: 
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APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965  (PUBLIC  LAW  89-4) 


[Financial  analysis,  in  millions  of  dollars] 


Sec¬ 

tion 

Prog  ram 

Department 

\ 

27-month 

author¬ 

ization 

Appropriations 

Com¬ 
mitted 
as  of 
June 
30, 
1967 

Carry¬ 

over 

Un¬ 

appor¬ 

tioned 

author¬ 

ization 

S.  602 
author¬ 
ization 

S.  602 
plus  or 
minus 
carry¬ 
over 

Budget 

request, 

fiscal 

year 

1968 

Fiscal  years  1965  and  1966 
(15  months) 

Fiscal  year  1967 

Total 

Appro¬ 

pria¬ 

tion 

Re¬ 

quest 

Appro¬ 

pria¬ 

tion 

Com¬ 

mit¬ 

ment 

Carry¬ 

over 

Re¬ 

quest 

Appro¬ 

pria¬ 

tion 

Avail¬ 

able 

105 

202b 

202c 

203 

204 

205 

206 

207 

211 

212 

214 

215 
302 

401 

201 

Administrative  expenses . 

Health  facilities _ _ 

Health  operations . . 

ARC _ 

HEW . 

HEW. . . 

i  2.  40 
41.00 
2  28.  00 
17.00 
5.  00 

36.  50 

5.  00 

New 

.  16. 00 

6.  00 
90.  00 

New 
5.  50 

1.30 

21.00 

1.29 

21.00 

1.29 

0 

■  0 
21.00 

1.11 

2.50 

1. 10 
2.  50 

1. 10 
23.  50 

2.  39 
23.50 

2.  39 
0 

0 

23.  50 

0.  01 
45.  50 

1.70 
50. 00 

1.70 
73.  50 

0. 785 
15.00 

Soil  conservation . . . . 

Timber  development . . 

Mineral  resources.  . . . . 

Fish  and  wildlife _ 

Agriculture . 

_ do . . 

Interior _ 

_ do _ 

8.  50 
1.35 

18.  00 
1.70 

7.  00 
1.00 
16.  00 
1.35 
1.50 

6.  38 
0 

10.77 

0 

1.23 

.62 
1.00 
5.  23 
1.35 
.27 

4.  38 
.50 
10.57 
1.35 
1.80 

3.  00 
0 

7.00 

.50 

1.50 

3. 62 
1.00 
12.  23 
1.  85 
1.77 

10.00 
1.00 
23.00 
1.85 
3.  00 

10.00 
.75 
20.  90 

0 

.25 
3. 95 

7.  00 
4.00 
11.65 

19.  00 
1.00 
30.00 

19.  00 
1.25 
33.95 

3.  00 

0 

.80 

.40 

2.00 

0 

7.  00 

3.  00 
30.00 

0 

3.00 

Water  resources  . . . 

Corps  of 
Engineers. 

HUD _ _ _ 

3.00 

0 

2.00 

2.  00 

5.00 
26.  00 
6.  00 
71.00 

2.  00 

5.00 
26.  01 
7.  00 
82.00 

Vocational  education _  ..  . 

Sewerage  treatment.  ..  _ 

Support  grants . . 

HEW _ 

Interior 3 . 

Commerce  .  ... 
A.  &  H _ 

8.  00 
3.00 
45.00 

8.00 
3.00 
45.  00 

3.  42 
1.  56 
18.  19 

4.  58 
1.44 
26.81 

8.  00 
3.  00 
35. 00 

8.  00 
3.00 
30.00 

12.  58 
4.  44 
56.  81 

16.  00 
6.  00 
75.  00 

15.  99 
5.  00 
64.  00 

.01 

1.00 

11.00 

0 

0 

15.  00 

Res.  LDD . . 

Total,  exclusive  of  highways. 

Highway  systems . . . 

Access  roads . .  ... 

Total . . . 

Commerce...  .. 

Commerce. _ 

_ do _ 

3.  00 

2.  50 

1.60 

.90 

3.  00 

2.75 

3.  65 

5.25 

3.02 

2. 23 

.25 

10.00 

12.  23 

252.  40 

110.85 

107.  64 

<  44. 42 

<  63. 22 

<71.20 

59.  35 

< 122.  57 

166. 99 

125.  05 

41.94 

85.41 

s  220.  00 

8  261. 94 

s  64. 20 

«  805.  CO 
«  7  35. 00 

J-200.  00 

200.00 

(176.  55 
t  14.23 

{  9.22 

130.  00 

100.  00 

109. 22 

300.00 

171.00 

129. 00 

540.  00 

715.  00 

844. 00 

100.  00 

1,092.  40 

310.85 

307.  64 

235.  20 

72. 44 

201. 20 

159. 35 

231.  79 

466.  99 

296.  05 

170. 94 

625.  41 

936.  70 

1,107. 64 

164.  985 

1  $2,200,000  from  sec.  105  plus  $200,000  from  sec.  401.  s  Does  not  include  sec.  105  which  under  S.  602  would  be  only  funds  not  authorized  to  be  appro- 

2  Not  to  be  appropriated  or  needed  until  construction  facilities  are  completed  under  sec.  202b.  priated  to  the  President. 

2  Transferred  from  HEW  to  Interior  per  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1966,  effective  date  May  8  6-year  authorization. 

10,  1966.  7  Authorization  of  sec.  201  is  $840,000,000.  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  apportioned  funds 

«  Totals  do  not  agree  due  to  rounding  of  figures.  as  shown. 


Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ne¬ 
braska  IMr.  Denney], 

(Mr.  DENNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hour 
is  getting  late.  I  know  many  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  are  tired  of  sitting  here.  I  am  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  situation  that  I  heard  an 
eminent  jurist  once  make  when  he  said 
“the  hour  of  decision  is  a  lonely  one.” 

To  my  mind  the  hour  of  decision  on 
this  bill  is  a  lonely  one,  because  each  and 
every  one  of  us  are  going  to  have  to 
decide  whether  this  bill  is  proper, 
whether  it  is  the  best  that  this  House  of 
Representatives  can  produce. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  sat  and 
listened  to  97  witnesses.  I  made  a  trip 
with  our  esteemed  subcommittee  chair¬ 
man  who,  I  want  to  say  at  this  point  in 
the  Record,  is  one  of  the  finest  men  I 
have  ever  met  in  my  life.  He  showed  me 
every  courtesy  throughout  these  hear¬ 
ings.  As  a  freshman  in  the  House,  he 
allowed  me  to  delve  into  the  witnesses 
and  ask  the  questions  I  wanted,  but  I 
have  some  reservations,  ladies  and  gen¬ 
tlemen,  about  this  bill  for  this  reason :  I 
come  from  the  midwestem  area,  from 
Nebraska.  There  we  believe  that  a  man 
can  go  just  so  high  if  he  develops  a  self- 
help,  if  he  develops  a  desire,  and  an 
initiative  to  proceed  to  lift  himself  up. 

I  am  concerned  about  some  of  the 
amendments  in  this  bill.  For  example, 
the  appropriation  of  the  funds  directly 
to  the  President.  Of  all  things,  if  this  bill 
is  as  good  as  the  proponents  have  said, 
why  is  it  that  it  must  be  changed?  Why 
not  leave  it  in  the  hands  where  it  was, 
and  let  it  continue  to  work,  as  they  say, 
in  such  a  remarkable  manner.  I  believe 
the  President  has  all  he  can  do  at  the 
present  time  with  the  problems  he  is 
faced  with,  both  domestic  and  in  foreign 
affairs. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  expansion 
of  Appalachia  so  that  it  is  gradually 


expanding  throughout  the  United 
States. 

If  the  Members  will  take  a  map — and 
I  have  one  here — and  if  they  will  draw 
a  line  from  Madison,  Wis.,  directly 
south,  they  will  see  that  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  20  counties  in  Mississippi  they 
have  covered  approximately  40  percent 
of  the  United  States.  It  is  gradually 
going  on  and  on  and  on.  This  was  not 
'The  original  concept. 

As  I  read  the  original  report,  there 
were  seven  States  that  the  President  in¬ 
vestigated  through  a  regional  commis¬ 
sion.  That  was  the  idea  of  Appalachia. 
We  will  now  have  12  States.  We  have  one 
more  county  in  New  York,  two  more  in 
Alabama,  one  in  Tennessee,  and  20  in 
Mississippi.  How  much  farther  shall  we 
go?  When  the  regional  commission  re¬ 
ported  it  said  Appalachia  because  it  had 
the  bold  upthrust  of  land  that  it  was  a 
region  separate  and  apart,  it  did  not 
have  good  access,  and  the  people  in  that 
area  needed  help.  Yet  in  18  of  those  20 
counties  in  Mississippi  the  highest  ele¬ 
vation  is  806  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 
Is  that  a  bold  upthrust  of  land? 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  my  mind  this  is  just 
an  open  door  to  try  and  get  more. 

I  am  serioujsly  considering,  if  this  bill 
passes,  drafting  a  bill  at  the  next  ses¬ 
sion  and  introducing  it  to  ask  for  a  mid- 
western  regional  development  area  out 
in  the  Great  Plains  area.  Why  not? 
What  is  wrong  with  it? 

Also,  I  am  concerned  with  the  fact 
that  we  have  these  two  bills  together. 
For  example,  Appalachia  was  conceived 
and  made  into  law  March  9,  1965.  EDA 
was  made  into  law  on  August  26,  1965. 
Two  separate  bills.  Yet  here  today  in 
1967  we  are  faced  with  one,  and  I  believe 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida  hit  it  right  on  the  head  when  he 
said  there  is  a  reason  for  it.  Everybody 
who  believes  they  can  qualify  under  UDA 
will  vote  for  this  bill,  so  that  they  will 
not  kill  the  EDA  provisions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  want  to  spend 


just  a  few  minutes — and  this  is  where 
the  hour  of  decisions  is  lonely,  again — 
I  have  discussed  with  Members  through¬ 
out  the  House  of  Representatives  that  I 
have  the  opinion  that  title  I  of  this  bill 
is  unconstitutional,  and  I  have  been  told, 
“Well,  that  was  all  taken  up  in  1965,  that 
was  discussed.” 

Then  I  have  had  it  said  to  me  that 
the  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States  at  that  time  ruled  that  it  was  con¬ 
stitutional.  Well,  several  of  you  are  law¬ 
yers  in  this  room,  and  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  puts  on  his  trousers  just  like  you  and 
I  do — one  at  a  time — and  his  opinion  is 
no  better  than  his  research  and  the  re¬ 
search  that  his  staff  does.  But  I  would 
like  to  call  your  attention  to  a  different 
approach  than  the  approach  that  was 
argued  back  in  1965. 

On  page  92  of  the  report  accompany¬ 
ing  this  bill,  this  briefly  outlines  my 
thinking  as  to  why  I  believe  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965  and  title  I  of  this  bill  is  unconstitu¬ 
tional,  although  it  is  not  unconstitutional 
per  se  as  to  the  Federal  Government.  Let 
me  say  right  here,  ladies  and  gentlemen, 
I  thought  that  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  did  an  outstanding  job  of  appealing 
to  the  emotions  of  all  of  us  here  in  this 
room. 

I  was  down  in  Appalachia.  I  saw  little 
kids  in  threadbare  rags.  I  saw  mud  3 
feet  high  in  houses.  There  is  no  question 
but  what  my  heart  goes  out  to  these 
people.  But  the  point  is  that  we  are  still 
a  government  of  laws  and  not  of  men, 
Are  we  going  to  conform  to  the  rules  and 
regulations  that  have  made  this  country 
great?  Or  are  we  going  to  say  that  be¬ 
cause  there  are  certain  areas  in  our  coun¬ 
try  that  need  some  help  that  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  feed  in  Federal  funds? 

Right  at  this  point,  I  want  to  say 
because  of  the  operation  of  the  equal 
protection  clause  of  the  14th  amendment 
which  provides  that  all  States  must  treat 
their  citizens  equally,  that  there  is  only 
one  State  under  title  I  of  this  law  that 
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qualifies,  and  that  is  the  State  of  West 
Virginia,  because  every  single  county  in 
West  Virginia  is  in  Appalachia. 

Look  at  the  State  of  New  York.  The 
distinguished  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  FarbsteinI  has  brought  out  that  the 
city  of  New  York  and  its  residents  must 
pay  taxes  to  help  to  keep  Appalachia 
rolling  to  the  tune  of  millions  of  dollars — 
920  million  and  some  odd  dollars  in  this 
next  year. 

How  can  each  one  of  you  go  back  to 
your  constitutents — you  in  California  and 
to  Kansas,  and  to  my  State  of  Nebraska, 
and  all  over  the  country  and  say,  “Yes, 
we  made  a  special  law  for  people  in  an 
area  which  is  gradually  eroding — but  just 
be  patient  and  we  will  get  out  to  the 
Midwest  and  out  to  the  west  coast 
eventually.” 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
under  section  1(a)  has  one  member  for 
each  participating  State. 

Under  section  102  the  Commission  de¬ 
velops  plans  and  determines  the  priori¬ 
ties  and  since  the  States  involved  have 
only  a  portion  of  their  counties  in  the 
program,  the  State  contribution  comes 
from  revenues  extracted  from  all  of  the 
counties — this  would  constitute  discrim¬ 
ination  against  the  counties  not  in  the 
Appalachia  program. 

I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  sec¬ 
tion  211  of  the  1965  act  which  authorizes 
$16  million  in  grants  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  vocational  education  facilities  in 
the  region.  These  funds  are  in  addition 
to  sums  provided  to  the  Appalachian 
States  under  the  Vocational  and  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1963. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure  all  of  my 
colleagues  who  have  any  legal  experience 
are  acquainted  with  the  case  of  Brown 
against  the  Board  of  Education  of 
Topeka,  a  landmark  case,  wherein  it 
was  held  that : 

Today  education  is  perhaps  the  most  im¬ 
portant  function  of  our  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments. 

In  these  days  it  is  doubtful  that  any 
child  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  suc¬ 
ceed  in  life  if  he  is  denied  the  opportunity 
of  an  education.  Such  an  opportunity,  where 
the  State  has  undertaken  to  provide  it,  is 
a  right  which  must  be  made  available  to  all 
on  equal  terms. 

In  the  same  case  on  page  692,  the  court 
said: 

We  conclude  that  in  the  field  of  public 
education  the  doctrine  of  separate  but  equal 
has  no  place. 

Separate  educational  facilities  are  inher¬ 
ently  unequal. 

Therefore,  we  hold  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
deprived  of  equal  treatment  of  the  laws 
guaranteed  by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  see  no  difference 
between  racial  discrimination  and  geo¬ 
graphical  discrimination. 

Here  you  would  have  a  State  providing 
separate  and  additional  educational  or 
vocational  facilities  in  one  part  of  the 
State  and  not  in  another.  This,  to  me, 
seems  likewise  inherently  unequal. 

Section  202  of  the  1965  act,  in  the 
demonstration  health  project  authorizes 
$41  million  for  constructing  and  equip¬ 
ping  health  facilities  and  $28  million  for 
their  operation. 

S.  602  would  authorize  additional 
funds  to  be  used  for  training  personnel 
or  for  possible  deficits. 


This  is  again  a  matching-funds  proj¬ 
ect.  The  Court  held  in  the  case  of  Beal 
again  Holcombe  that  it  is  the  individual 
who  is  entitled  to  equal  protection  of 
the  laws,  and  if  he  is  denied  a  facility  or 
a  convenience  which  under  substantially 
the  same  circumstances  is  furnished  to 
another,  he  may  properly  complain  that 
his  constitutional  privilege  has  been  in¬ 
vaded.  In  terms  of  a  local  government 
offering  a  facility  to  its  citizens,  I  believe 
the  reason  is  even  more  compelling  to 
make  health  facilities  available  to  all 
citizens. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  the  idea — and 
there  will  be  a  motion  to  strike  title  I — 
that  title  I  is  unconstitutional.  I  think 
title  n  is  constitutional  because  it  sets  up 
a  formula  that  provides  equal  treatment 
to  all  citizens  of  a  class  throughout  the 
United  States.  I  think  definitely  that  the 
Appalachian  region  could  qualify  under 
title  II.  Why  is  it  necessary  to  have  a 
separate  bureaucracy  appropriate  differ¬ 
ent  money  and  continue  to  proliferate 
these  Federal  programs? 

It  is  high  time  for  Congress  to  take 
a  stand  and  say  to  the  American  people 
who  are  paying  the  tax  bill,  “Look,  we  are 
going  to  cut  down  on  some  of  this.  We 
have  a  good  program  that  is  working.  We 
will  fit  these  programs  together.  We  will 
consolidate  them,  and  we  will  get  more 
of  a  tax  dollar  value  out  of  your  money 
that  is  being  sent  to  Washington.” 

I  definitely  believe  that  title  I  is  un¬ 
constitutional.  I  ask  you  all  to  carefully 
consider  how  it  does  discriminate  against 
the  citizens  of  States  that  are  involved 
in  this  program.  Those  citizens  who  are 
not  in  the  Appalachian  region  are  like¬ 
wise  being  discriminated  against.  This  is 
a  different  approach  than  was  made  2 
years  ago. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  16  minutes,  the  remainder  of 
my  time,  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Wright], 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we 
come  to  the  conclusion  of  this  general 
debate,  it  might  be  well  for  us  to  review 
the  basic  philosophy  of  this  Appalachian 
program. 

First,  let  us  address  ourselves  to  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  it  constitutes 
favoritism  or  preferential  treatment  for 
one  section  of  the  country.  Perhaps  it  is 
appropriate  for  me  to  comment  on  this 
subject  since  I  represent  a  district  rather 
fan-removed  geographically  from  the 
Appalachian  region.  There  is  no  con¬ 
ceivable  way  in  which  the  district  that  I 
have  the  privilege  of  representing  could 
become  eligible  for  the  entitlements  un¬ 
der  this  bill. 

And  yet  it  we  examine  the  broad  sweep 
of  the  history  of  the  United  States  and 
the  actions  of  our  Government,  we  are 
forced  to  conclude  that  this  bill  contains 
no  more  regional  favoritism  than  lit¬ 
erally  hundreds  and  probably  thousands 
of  programs  that  have  been  advanced  by 
this  Congress. 

As  early  as  1785,  one  of  the  very  first 
years  of  the  life  of  this  struggling,  infant 
Republic,  the  Northwest  land  ordinance 
was  enacted  requiring  relatively  more 
prosperous  citizens  of  the  better  de¬ 
veloped  areas  along  the  Eastern  Sea¬ 
board  to  share  of  their  affluence  with 
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those  relatively  less-developed  and 
poverty-ridden  areas  west  of  the  Ohio 
River.  Ever  since  that  time,  there  has 
been  an  absolute  parade  of  legislation 
that  superficially  favors  one  area  of  the 
country.  Almost  any  economic  bill  that 
we  pass  in  Congress  benefits  to  a  greater 
extent  than  others  either  some  geo¬ 
graphic  section  or  some  economic  group 
or  some  industrial  or  business  interest. 

Surely  we  have  had  many  examples  of 
regional  programs.  The  Tennessee  Val¬ 
ley  Authority  could  be  said  to  be  nothing 
other  than  regional  in  its  approach.  The 
Bonneville  Power  Authority  surely  could 
be  said  to  be  nothing  other  than  regional. 

If  it  should  be  contended  certain  coun¬ 
ties  and  certain  States  being  eligible 
while  others  are  not  eligible  would 
render  this  bill  somehow  subject  to  a 
constitutional  challenge,  then  I  invite  the 
attention  of  the  gentleman  who  raises 
that  point  to  the  fact  that  the  Great 
Plains  conservation  program  makes 
eligible  a  total  of  408  counties  in  10  dif¬ 
ferent  States — and  only  those  are  eli¬ 
gible— for  the  benefits  of  the  Great 
Plains  conservation  program.  Surely 
then  that  is  a  regional  program. 

Surely  we  could  say  nothing  else  but 
that  the  great  reclamation  program, 
which  has  reclaimed  desert  land  through 
the  benefits  of  irrigation  in  11  of  our 
Western  States,  is  a  regional  program. 
Certainly  the  agricultural  subsidy  pro¬ 
grams  that  this  Government  has  had  for 
more  than  a  generation  are  regional  in 
their  effect.  Cotton  is  regional  where  it 
grows.  Corn  is  regional.  Wheat  is  re¬ 
gional.  Peanuts  and  tobacco  are  regional. 
Therefore,  the  application  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  is  strictly  regional. 

Certainly  one  could  not  challenge  the 
fact  that  our  Economic  Development  Ad¬ 
ministration  program  approaches  in  a 
regional  sense  the  scattered  pockets  of 
poverty  throughout  our  country.  The 
demonstration  cities  program  that  this 
Congress  enacted  applies  to  40  or  50  indi¬ 
vidual  cities.  So  these  are  local  in  their 
application.  Every  public  power  project, 
every  public  works  project,  every  naviga¬ 
tion  project,  every  flood  control  project 
is  regional  or  local  in  the  application  of 
its  benefits.  So  there  is  nothing  new  in 
this  principle. 

If  it  is  said  that  this  would  be  favor¬ 
itism  or  preferential  treatment,  then  I 
should  think  we  would  have  to  see  it  as 
preferential  only  in  the  sense  that  it  at¬ 
tempts  to  help  the  people  of  an  eco¬ 
nomically  deprived  area  of  our  country 
achieve  something  approaching  economic 
parity  with  the  rest  of  the  country.  That 
has  been  basically  the  purpose  of  these 
other  bills  I  have  described. 

Parenthetically,  may  I  add  that  my 
particular  district  does  not  qualify  for 
eligibility  under  a  single  one  of  these 
scores  of  programs.  Yet  I  have  support¬ 
ed  them,  because  I  am  convinced  they 
are  good  for  America.  Surely  it  would 
not  be  productive  of  any  legislation  if 
each  of  us  were  to  support  only  those 
bills  that  directly  benefited  his  own  dis¬ 
trict.  Certainly  we  could  not  produce  any 
legislative  approach  to  domestic  prob¬ 
lems  at  all  if  that  were  our  reaction. 

This  bill  proceeds  on  the  assumption 
bespoken  by  the  late  President  John  F. 
Kennedy  when  he  said:  “A  rising  tide 
raises  all  boats.”  Certainly  if  the  people 
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of  the  Appalachian  region  achieve  a  bet¬ 
ter  state  of  economic  self-sufficiency,  it 
will  help  the  entire  Nation.  They  be¬ 
come  better  customers  for  the  goods  and 
products  produced  in  the  other  districts 
of  the  Nation.  They  pay  more  taxes  and 
thus  pick  up  a  fairer  share  of  their  por¬ 
tion  of  the  tax  burden  of  the  Nation. 

So  we  approach  this  from  the  stand¬ 
point  that  whenever  any  part  of  the 
American  family  falls  on  hard  times, 
then  it  behooves  the  rest  of  us  to  assist 
as  best  we  can  to  give  them  the  tools  by 
which  they  can  better  their  own  lot.  That 
is  the  philosophy  of  this  bill.  It  is  not  a 
handout.  It  is  a  hand  up.  It  is  only  at¬ 
tempting  to  give  to  the  people  of  an  area 
that  has  become  geographically  and  his¬ 
torically  deprived  the  means  by  which  it 
can  lift  itself  by  its  own  bootstraps. 

The  Appalachian  region  has  witnessed 
a  historical  decline  through  no  fault  of 
its  own,  isolated  by  these  great  mountain 
barriers,  isolated  from  commerce,  having 
seen  the  decline  of  the  three  pillars  of  its 
economy — coal,  and  farming  and  timber. 
These  citizens  need  something  else. 
Clearly  they  need  the  infrastructure  to 
permit  them  to  come  into  the  last  third 
of  the  20th  century  and  to  make  their 
contribution.  This  bill  attempts  to  do 
that.  It  attempts  to  permit  those  in  that 
region  to  better  their  lot  by  giving  voca¬ 
tional  training  to  people  who  may  have 
known  nothing  other  than  coal  mining, 
which  no  longer  is  as  economic  an  op¬ 
eration  as  it  once  was.  It  attempts  to 
benefit  them  and  the  rest  of  the  Nation 
by  connecting  them  through  this  ribbon 
of  concrete  with  the  other  parts  of  the 
Nation,  that  they  may  then  make  their 
contribution. 

It  is  not  a  perfect  bill.  I  believe  that 
no  one  has  made  the  contention  that 
the  program  has  become  a  panacea,  but 
it  has  made  strides  in  the  2  years  of  its 
life. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  best  proofs  of  the 
success  of  the  program  is  the  fact  that 
many  Members  who  most  opposed  it  2 
years  ago  are  now  attempting  to  get 
their  particular  districts  qualified  to 
participate  in  its  benefits.  That  to  me 
indicates  it  has  been  to  some  degree 
successful. 

It  has  raised  hopes.  It  has  permitted 
people  to  lift  their  chins  and  look  to  the 
future  with  a  greater  degree  of  enthusi¬ 
asm  in  this  historically  smitten  region. 

On  balance,  I  believe  it  is  a  good  pro¬ 
gram. 

This  has  been  a  constructive  debate. 
Our  committee  attempted,  in  its  delib¬ 
erations,  to  take  into  account  the  legiti¬ 
mate  and  constructive  criticisms  of  the 
administration  of  the  program.  We 
adopted  many  of  the  recommendations 
suggested  by  our  colleagues  on  the  Re¬ 
publican  side  of  the  aisle.  They  made 
some  notable  contributions  to  our  com¬ 
mittee  deliberations. 

Due  to  some  of  the  amendments  which 
were  accepted  in  the  committe,  ap¬ 
proximately  $54  million  has  been  de¬ 
ducted  from  the  total  cost  of  the  bill. 

I  believe  what  we  have  ultimately 
brought  to  the  House  is  a  good  package — 
not  a  perfect  package;  few  things  are, 
in  this  imperfect  world — a  good  package 
which  helps  us  to  build  one  more  paving 
block  in  the  road  to  a  better  and  stronger 


and  more  prosperous  America  for  the 
future. 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must 
regretfully  but  vigorously  oppose  the 
present  bill — regretfully  because  the  leg¬ 
islation  indicates  that  we  are  still  far 
from  developing  a  Federal  grant-in-aid 
program  which  will  bring  assistance,  in  a 
precise  and  effective  way,  to  the  people 
of  economically  depressed  areas,  and 
vigorously  because  I  can  find  no  justifica¬ 
tion  for  supporting  a  bill  which  will  au¬ 
thorize  additional  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  for  a  program  which  has  fallen 
so  far  short  of  its  objective  as  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  regional  development  program 
has. 

A  program  of  this  kind  is  essentially 
preferential  and  discriminatory,  by  its 
very  nature.  It  singles  out  one  part  of  this 
country  for  special  assistance  which  is 
not  available  to  other  sections — not  on 
the  basis  of  need  or  of  ability  to  use  the 
aid  in  the  national  interest,  but  on  the 
strength  of  an  arbitrary  geographical 
designation.  It  is  undeniable  that  por¬ 
tions  of  Appalachia  are  among  the  most 
deprived  areas  in  the  United  States.  But 
so  are  other  parts  of  the  country.  Eco¬ 
nomic  assistance  should  be  provided 
wherever  the  need  is  great  but  it  should 
be  administered  through  programs  which 
are  available  to  all  areas  on  the  basis  of 
their  need  and  their  potential  for  effec¬ 
tive  use  of  the  aid. 

The  present  program,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
a  classic  case  of  grants-in-aid  gone 
wrong.  In  addition  to  being  highly  dis¬ 
criminatory,  it  has  been  wasteful,  dupli¬ 
cating,  and  ineffective,  and  the  pending 
bill  proposes  to  proliferate  these  objec¬ 
tionable  features.  Instead  of  being  limit¬ 
ed  to  a  region  of  similar  economic  char¬ 
acteristics  and  problems,  it  is  proposed 
to  expand  it  to  embrace  an  area  extend¬ 
ing  from  Mississippi  to  upstate  New 
York — an  area  which  includes  many  re¬ 
gions  and  many  different  economic  prob¬ 
lems.  Though  designated  and  justified  as 
an  antipoverty  program,  its  assistance 
goes  as  often  as  not  to  the  region’s  more 
affluent  parts.  Rather  than  direct  its  aid 
specifically  to  people  who  need  help,  the 
program  has  devoted  the  great  bulk  of 
its  funds  to  the  improvement  of  existing 
highways,  thereby  freeing  conventional 
Federal  and  State  highway  funds  for  use 
outside  the  region.  The  net  gain  in  the 
fight  against  poverty  seems  pretty  close 
to  zero. 

And  now,  through  this  bill,  additional 
counties  and  States  have  their  hands  out, 
areas  which  have  never  been  considered 
a  part  of  the  Appalachian  region,  as 
broad  and  loosely  defined  a  description 
as  that  has  already  become.  It  is  appar¬ 
ent,  once  again,  that  the  easy  availability 
of  Federal  money  is  just  too  much  to 
resist. 

In  my  judgment,  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  no  circumstances  which  would  jus¬ 
tify  legislation  of  this  kind.  But  faced,  as 
we  are,  with  a  terribly  expensive  war  in 
Vietnam,  with  a  proposed  10-percent  in¬ 
come  tax  increase,  with  competing  claims 
from  superior  programs  for  scarce  re¬ 
sources,  and  with  tragically  unmet  needs 
in  the  real  war  against  poverty,  then  we 
have  no  alternative  but  to  defeat  the 
present  legislation. 


Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  in  this  period  of  fiscal  crisis  and 
mounting  war  costs,  we  do  not  believe 
that  special  domestic  programs  such  as 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  should  be  expanded  and  enlarged. 
S.  602  would  expand  this  program  by 
adding  24  new  counties  that  are  outside 
the  established  Appalachian  region.  It 
would  authorize  funds  for  new  purposes 
and  in  excess  of  the  amounts  requested 
and  appropriated  in  prior  years.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  S.  602  would  amend  and  expand 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  even  though  the  adminis¬ 
tration  did  not  ask  for  these  amend¬ 
ments,  made  no  provision  for  the  addi¬ 
tional  authorized  funds  in  the  budget, 
and  presented  no  testimony  regarding 
this  proposal  to  the  House  committee. 

When  Congress  enacted  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Development  Act,  it  did 
so  on  the  basis  that  it  was  providing  spe¬ 
cial  assistance  to  help  solve  specific  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  within  an  identifiable 
region.  S.  602  would  expand  the  region 
by  adding  24  counties — one  in  New  York, 
one  in  Tennessee,  two  in  Alabama,  and 
20  in  Mississippi.  This  is  totally  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  original  concept.  The 
new  counties  in  no  way  fit  the  descrip¬ 
tion  of  “a  mountain  land  boldly  up¬ 
thrust”  and  they  are  chiefly  character¬ 
ized  by  their  lack  of  “ridges  and  twisted 
spurs  and  valleys.”  If  the  Appalachian 
region  were  to  be  enlarged  to  include 
counties  such  as  these,  it  would  mean 
that  legislation  designed  to  meet  a 
unique  problem  in  a  specific  economically 
deprived  area  has  been  changed  into 
general  assistance  legislation.  Moreover, 
other  counties  in  the  Appalachian  range 
that  do  fit  this  description  are  not  in¬ 
cluded. 

Under  the  present  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act,  appropriation 
requests  have  been  submitted  as  a  part 
of  the  budget  of  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment  responsible  for  implementing  a 
particular  program.  Such  requests  have 
been  considered  along  with  all  other  ap¬ 
propriation  requests  by  that  department. 
The  funds  that  appear  to  be  necessary 
to  operate  a  particular  program  then 
have  been  appropriated  to  the  requesting 
department. 

S.  602  would  change  this  procedure 
completely.  It  would  authorize  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  the  Appalachian  develop¬ 
ment  funds  directly  to  the  President. 
Thus  the  President,  rather  than  the 
various  executive  departments,  would 
be  responsible  for  the  proper  administra¬ 
tion,  allocation,  and  expenditure  of  such 
funds.  Under  this  system,  there  is  a 
grave  possibility  that  those  who  admin¬ 
ister  the  programs  could  be  effectively  in¬ 
sulated  from  congressional  scrutiny  and 
oversight.  In  view  of  the  pyramiding  of 
officials  through  whom  the  funds  will 
pass  and  the  dilution  of  responsibility, 
this  change  cannot  be  justified. 

As  reported  by  the  committee,  S.  602 
would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  a 
total  of  $220  million  for  fiscal  years  1968 
and  1969  for  Appalachian  programs, 
other  than  the  $1,015  billion  for  15  years 
for  highways.  Of  this  $220  million,  the 
President  has  requested  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $64.2  million  for  fiscal  year  1968, 
which  is  in  line  with  the  average  annual 
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expenditure  of  about  $55  million  during 
the  first  27  months  of  the  program.  Thus, 
if  all  of  the  funds  requested  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  for  1968  are  appropriated,  there 
would  remain  $155.8  million  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1969. 
This  is  almost  three  times  the  average 
annual  expenditure  to  date  and  two  and 
ong-half  times  the  President’s  1968 
budget  request. 

Unless  the  Johnson-Humphrey  admin¬ 
istration  plans  to  launch  a  dramatically 
expanded  spending  program  just  prior  to 
the  election,  there  is  no  need  for  this 
sharp  increase  in  authorization.  We  be¬ 
lieve  the  amounts  authorized  by  S.  602 
for  general  Appalachian  programs  should 
be  reduced  to  provide  for  a  level  of  com¬ 
mitments  that  the  budget  requests  of  the 
President  now  indicate  will  be  under¬ 
taken. 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  basic  purpose 
of  S.  602  is  to  authorize  the  appropriation 
of  funds  for  the  continuation  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  development  program,  title  II 
of  this  bill  would  amend  and  expand  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act.  Proposals  to  amend  this  completely 
different  and  distinct  act  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  on  their  own  merits.  There  is  time 
to  do  this  for  all  of  the  EDA  authoriza¬ 
tions  run  through  fiscal  1968.  Moreover, 
the  administration  did  not  ask  for  the 
immediate  authorization  of  new  pro¬ 
grams  for  EDA,  and  neither  the  House 
nor  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  heard  testimony  from  the  ad¬ 
ministration  or  from  the  regional  Com¬ 
mission  regarding  these  amendments. 

On  August  3,  1967,  the  President  for¬ 
warded  a  message  to  Congress  wherein 
he  urged  the  immediate  enactment  of 
a  10-percent  surtax.  In  this  message,  it 
was  stated  that  unless  expenditures  are 
tightly  controlled  and  the  tax  increase 
is  imposed,  the  deficit  for  fiscal  1968 
could  be  more  than  $28  billion.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  has  warned  that  a 
budget  deficit  of  this  magnitude  would 
force  so  much  borrowing  by  the  U.S. 
Treasury  as  to  disrupt  credit  markets  and 
send  interest  rates  “sky  high.”  We  wel¬ 
come  this  concern  over  the  present  fiscal 
situation  and  this  new  found  support  for 
our  efforts  to  cut  governmental  expendi¬ 
tures.  We  believe  that  the  pledge  of  the 
Director  of  the  Budget  to  cut  $2  billion 
in  civilian  spending  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction.  We  hope  that  it  will  be 
implemented. 

Unfortunately,  the  Johnson-Hum¬ 
phrey  administration  has  given  no  in¬ 
dication  that  it  is  really  prepared  to  carry 
through  on  this  pledge.  Its  theories  on 
cutting  government  expenditures  have 
been  much  preached  but  little  practiced. 
If  this  country  is  to  avpid  a  sharp  tax- 
increase,  substantial  spending  reductions 
must  be  made.  Certainly,  in  this  period 
of  fiscal  crisis,  the  Appalachian  program 
should  not  be  expanded. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  con¬ 
sume  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Henderson]. 

(Mr.  HENDERSON  asked  and  was 
given  pennission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
support  this  bill.  It  has  particular  rele¬ 


vance  in  my  State  and  for  the  whole 
Nation  as  well. 

The  objective  of  this  program  is  to 
restore  or  elevate  various  parts  of  the 
country  to  economic  equality.  It  is  pref¬ 
erential  treatment  only  so  far  as  any 
Federal  program  is  for  any  purpose.  The 
objective,  plainly  stated,  is  equal  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  share  in  the  Nation’s  abun¬ 
dance. 

What  is  different  and  interesting  about 
this  program  is  the  way  in  which  it  sets 
out  to  achieve  its  purpose.  The  formation 
of  the  regional  Commission  for  Appa¬ 
lachia,  for  New  England,  for  the  Coastal 
Plains,  for  the  Great  Lakes,  for  the 
Ozarks,  and  for  the  four  corners  is 
founded  on  the  theory  of  States  rights, 
State  sovereignty,  and  State  equality 
within  the  federal  system.  These  com¬ 
missions  are  doubly  significant  vehicles 
for  the  accomplishments  of  this  purpose. 

They  are  significant  in  their  makeup — 
the  partnership  of  the  State  and  Federal 
Governments — and  they  are  significant 
in  what  they  portend  for  the  future. 

If  we  ever  expect  to  accomplish  any¬ 
thing  conclusive  and  beneficial,  particu¬ 
larly  in  the  field  of  domestic  economic 
development,  it  will  have  to  be  in  this 
way.  It  will  have  to  be  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  working  in  concert  with  the 
States  as  their  partner  rather  than  as 
their  ruler. 

We  have  seen  this  concept  succeed  al¬ 
ready  in  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission.  This  Commission  has  proven  be¬ 
yond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt  that  such  a 
governmental  partnership  can  work. 
This  is  reason  enough  for  us  to  approve 
its  continuation. 

The  other  regional  commissions,  cut 
from  the  same  cloth,  should  enjoy  the 
same  success  and  accomplish  the  same 
things.  This  is  reason  enough  that  they 
should  be  allowed  to  begin. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  has 
been  vindicated  in  its  confidence  2  years 
ago  that  this  program  would  work.  The 
evidence  has  shown  that  we  were  right 
then  and  the  House  agreed  with  us.  This 
is  no  time  to  rescind  our  action  or  regret 
our  approval.  This  is  the  time  to  say, 
“good  job,  keep  going.” 

We  should  not  overlook  the  fact  of  the 
larger  national  meaning  of  this  bill.  Be¬ 
sides  giving  vitality  to  the  theory  that 
State  and  Federal  Governments  can  be 
completely  compatible,  and  besides 
bringing  different  regions  of  the  country 
to  a  full  productive  share  of  the  regional 
economy,  this  bill  can  very  well  serve  to 
ease  our  massive  urban  problems. 

We  all  know  that  the  urban  problems 
are  compounded,  if  not  actually  created, 
by  the  mass  migrations  from  rural  areas 
and  small  cities  and  towns  into  our  large 
metropolitan  centers.  If  a  way  can  be 
found  to  bring  prosperity  and  livelihood 
to  these  rural  sections  to  slow  down  the 
rush  to  the  cities,  would  not  that  at  least 
give  the  cities  a  little  breathing  space? 
The  answer  of  course  lies  in  economics 
which  is  really  what  makes  the  country 
tick.  This  bill  is  geared  to  redress  the 
economic  imbalance  in  this  Nation.  It 
may  very  well  help  redress  the  social  im¬ 
balance  also. 

The  committee  was  impressed  that 
both  titles  of  this  bill  are  worthwhile. 
We  worked  hard  to  improve  them. 
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I  know  personally  how  well  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program  works  and  I  am  op¬ 
timistic  that  the  Coastal  Plains  program 
can  be  at  least  as  successful. 

I  urge  you  to  support  this  bill  and  to 
do  something  positive  for  the  Nation 
which  you  can  defend  and  justify  under 
any  circumstances. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time,  pursuant  to  the 
rule,  the  Clerk  will  now  read  the  substi¬ 
tute  committee  amendment  printed  in 
the  reported  bill  as  an  original  bill  for 
the  purpose  of  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I— APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 
ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
Amendments  of  1967”. 

Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  (herein¬ 
after  in  this  title  referred  to  as  “the  Act”) 
is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  “and”  at  the 
end  of  clause  (7);  (2)  by  striking  out  the 
semicolon  and  the  word  “and”  at  the  end 
of  clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
period;  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on 
June  30,  1967,  the  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  Thereafter,  such  expenses 
shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States 
in  the  region,  except  that  the  expenses  of 
the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and 
his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal 
Government.  The  share  to  be  paid  by  each 
State  shall  be  determined  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  Federal  Cochairman  shall  not  par¬ 
ticipate  or  vote  in  such  determination.  No 
assistance  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be 
furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political 
subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor 
shall  the  State  member  of  the  Commission 
participate  or  vote  in  any  determination  by 
the  Commission  while  such  State  is  delin¬ 
quent  in  payment  of  its  share  of  such 
expenses. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  ihe 
Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
not  to  exceed  $1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $400,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be 
available  for  the  expense  of  the  Federal 
Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff. 
Unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  un¬ 
der  the  authorization  in  this  section  prior 
to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall 
remain  available  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  as  amended,  until  expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the 
Act,  entitled  “administrative  powers  of 
the  commission”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts, 
leases  (including,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  the  lease  of  office  space  for 
any  term  expiring  no  later  than  June  30, 
1871 ) ,  cooperative  agreements,  or  other  trans¬ 
actions  as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying  out 
its  functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may 
deem  apiropriate,  with  any  department, 
agency,  or  Instrumentality  of  the  United 
States  (which  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the 
extent  not  otherwise  prohibited  by  law)  or 
with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision, 
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agency,  or  instrumentality  thereof,  or  with 
any  person,  firm  association  or  corporation.” 

Sec.  105.  Title  I  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section 
as  follows : 

"COMMISSION  EMPLOYEE  PROTECTIONS 

“Sec.  109.  Section  5334(a)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  ‘For  the 
purpose  of  this  subsection,  an  individual  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  under  section  106(a)  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
or  by  a  regional  commission  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  502  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  under 
section  506(2)  of  such  Act,  who  was  a  Fed¬ 
eral  employee  immediately  prior  to  such  em¬ 
ployment  by  a  commission  and  within  six 
months  after  separation  from  such  employ¬ 
ment  is  employed  in  a  position  to  which  this 
subchapter  applies,  shall  be  treated  as  if 
transferred  from  a  position  in  the  executive 
branch  to  which  this  subchapter  does  not 
apply.’  ” 

Sec.  196.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

"Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  high¬ 
way  system  which,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid 
highways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will 
open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  develop¬ 
mental  potential  where  commerce  and  com¬ 
munication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of 
adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transpor¬ 
tation  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to 
as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  assist 
in  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  devel¬ 
opment  highway  system  and  local  access 
roads  serving  the  Appalachian  region.  The 
provisions  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  Federal-aid  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  highways,  and  which  the  Secretary 
determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,'  shall  apply,  respectively,  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system  and  the  local  access 
roads.  Construction  on  the  development 
highway  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thou¬ 
sand  seven  hundred  miles.  Construction  of 
local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed  one  thou¬ 
sand  two  hundred  miles  that  will  serve  spe¬ 
cific  recreational,  residential,  educational, 
commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like  facili¬ 
ties  or  will  facilitate  a  school  consolidation 
program. 

-"(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to 
the  Secretary  its  designations  of  (1)  the 
general  corridor  location  and  termini  of  the 
development  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads 
to  be  constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  segments  of  the  development 
highways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any 
State  member  participates-  in  or  votes  on 
such  designations,  he  shall  have  obtained 
the  recommendations  of  the  State  highway 
departments  of  the  State  which  he  repre¬ 
sents. 

“(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist 
in  any  construction  (including  right-of-way 
acquisition)  which  would  require  for  its 
completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
(other  than  funds  available  under  title  23, 
United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  authorization  in  subsection  (g). 
On  its  completion  each  development  high¬ 
way  not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system  shall  be  added  to  such  system  and 
each  development  highway  and  local  access 
road  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by 
the  State  as  provided  for  Federal-aid  high¬ 
ways  in  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

“(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and 
roads  authorized  under  this  section,  the 
States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use 
of  materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the 
Appalachian  region. 


"(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  use  of  coal  and  coal  prod¬ 
ucts  in  highway  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  require 
each  participating  State,  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the 
construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum 
of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

“(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construc¬ 
tion  project  under  this  section  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  proj¬ 
ect,  unless  the  Commission  determines  that 
assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  re¬ 
quired  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
President,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
$715,000,000  for  the  four-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1971. 

“(h)(1)  When  a  participating  State  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  construct  a  segment  of  a  develop¬ 
ment  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal 
funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and 
requirements  applicable  to  the  construction 
of  segments  of  Appalachian  development 
highways  with  such  funds,  except  insofar  as 
such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a 
State  to  the  construction  of  projects  for 
which  Federal  funds  have  previously  been 
appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  application 
by  the  State  and  with  the  approval  of  the 
Commission,  is  authorized  to  pay  to  the  State 
the  Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  costs  of  the  construction  of  such 
segment,  from  any  sums  appropriated  and 
allocated  to  such  State  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  funds 
for  segments  of  development  highways  con¬ 
structed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not 
increase  the  limitation  on  construction  in 
subsection  (c) .” 

Sec.  107.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  PROJECTS 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the 
Value  of  adequate  health  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  to  the  economic  development  of  the  re¬ 
gion,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  is  authorized  to  make  grants  for  the 
planning,  construction,  equipment,  and  oper¬ 
ation  of  multicounty  demonstration  health 
projects,  including  hospitals,  regional  health 
diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other 
facilities  and  services  necessary  to  health. 
Grants  for  such  construction  (including  the 
acquisition  of  privately  owned  facilities  not 
operated  for  profit  and  initial  equipment) 
shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  ap¬ 
plicable  provisions  of  title  VI  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  291-291o),  the 
Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and  Commu¬ 
nity  Mental  Health  Centers  Construction  Act 
of  1963  (77  Stat.  282) ,  and  other  laws  author¬ 
izing  grants  for  the  construction  of  health- 
related  facilities,  without  regard  to  any  pro¬ 
visions  therein  relating  to  appropriation  au¬ 
thorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among 
the  States.  Grants  under  ths  section  shall  be 
made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this 
Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in 
the  computation  of  the  allotments  among 
the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  any  component  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  may  be  provided  entirely  from  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  or  in  combina¬ 
tion  with  funds  provided  under  other  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  equipment  of  health-related  facilities. 
Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law  limit¬ 


ing  the  Federal  share  in  such  other  programs, 
funds  authorized  under  this  section  may  be 
used  to  increase  Federal  grants  for  compo¬ 
nent  facilities  of  a  demonstration  health 
project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  centum  of 
the  costs  of  such  facilities. 

"(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  opera¬ 
tion  (including  initial  operating  funds  and 
operating  deficits  comprising  among  other 
items  the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and 
retraining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project,  whether  or  not  con¬ 
structed  with  funds  authorized  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum 
of  the  costs  thereof  for  the  two-year  period 
beginning,  for  each  component  facility  or 
service  assisted  under  any  such  operating 
grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or 
service  is  in  operation  as  a  part  of  the  proj¬ 
ect.  For  the  next  three  years  of  operations 
such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  such  costs.  No  grant  for  operation  of  a 
demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made 
unless  the  facility  is  publicly  owned,  or 
owned  by  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  orga¬ 
nization,  and  is  not  operated  for  profit.  No 
grants  for  operation  of  a  demonstration 
health  project  shall  be  made  after  five  years 
following  the  commencement  of  the  initial 
grant  for  operation  of  the  project.  No  such 
grants  shall  be  made  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  satisfied 
that  the  operation  of  the  project  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  under  efficient  management  practices 
designed  to  obviate  operating  deficits.  Not¬ 
withstanding  section  104  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  (79 
Stat.  554) ,  a  health-related  facility  con¬ 
structed  under  title  I  of  that  Act  may  be  a 
component  of  a  demonstration  health  proj¬ 
ect  eligible  for  operating  grant  assistance  un¬ 
der  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  provide  funds 
to  the  Commission  for  the  support  of  its 
Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to  make 
grants  for  expenses  of  planning  necessary  for 
the  development  and  operation  of  demon¬ 
stration  health  projects  for  the  region.  The 
amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed 
75  per  centum  of  such  expenses. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  108.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “land  stabilization,  con¬ 
servation,  and  erosion  control”,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“(i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  109.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  204  of 
the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal -year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  110.  (a)  Clause  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  205  of  the  Act,  entitled  “mining 
area  restoration”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“  ( 1 )  make  financial  contributions  to  States 
in  the  region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in  aban¬ 
doned  coal  mines  and  abandoned  oil  and  gas 
wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabilitate  lands 
affected  by  the  strip  and  surface  mining  and 
processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals,  includ¬ 
ing  lands  affected  by  waste  piles,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.),  to  the  extent 
applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2(b) 
thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to  any  provi¬ 
sions  therein  limiting  assistance  to  anthra¬ 
cite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Commonwealth, 
of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  paragraph 
shall  be  made  wholly  out  of  funds  specifically 
appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  carrying  out 
this  Act.” 
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(b)  Strike  out  clause  (3)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  205  of  tbe  Act. 

(c)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  205  of  the 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  For  the  fiscal  years  1966,  1967,  1968, 
and  1969,  notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  the  Federal  share  of  mining  area 
restoration  projects,  including  reasonable 
planning  and  engineering  costs,  carried  out 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 
conducted  on  lands  other  than  federally 
owned  lands  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum 
of  the  total  cost  thereof.  The  non -Federal 
share  of  the  total  cost  of  any  project  carried 
out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may 
include  reasonable  land  acquisition  costs  in¬ 
curred  in  acquiring  land  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  implementing  such  project,  if 
such  land  is  acquired  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  Amendments  of  1967.’’ 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d) 
of  section  205  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “Not  to  exceed  $30,000,000  of  the 
funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act 
for  the  two-fiscal -year  period  ending  June  30, 
1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  111.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “water  resource  survey”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  112.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a 
new  section  as  follows : 

“ASSISTANCE  FOR  PLANNING  AND  OTHER  PRE-i( 

LIMINARY  EXPENSES  OF  PROPOSED  HOUSING 

PROJECTS  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and 
facilitate  the  construction  or  rehabilitation 
of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  families  and  individuals, 
the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel¬ 
opment  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred 
to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Hous¬ 
ing  Fund  established  by  this  section,  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  co¬ 
operative  organizations,  or  to  public  bodies, 
for  expenses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  for  a  housing  construction 
or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section  221 
of  the  National  Housing  Act  (hereinafter  in 
this  section  referred  to  as  ‘section  221’),  in 
any  area  of  the  Appalachian  region  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Commission  to  have  significant 
potential  for  future  growth. 

“(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall 
exceed  80  per  centum  of  those  administra¬ 
tive  expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  project 
and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under 
section  221,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not 
to  be  recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a 
mortgage  insured  under  such  section:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an 
organization  established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  planning  a 
project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage 
under  section  221,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  mar¬ 
ket  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and 
architectural  fees,  site  options,  Federal  Hous¬ 
ing  Administration  and  Federal  National 
Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  construction 
loan  fees  and  discounts.  Loans  may  be  made 
without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or  below 
market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a  mort¬ 
gage  insured  under  section  221:  Provided, 
That  any  loan  made  to  an  organization  es¬ 
tablished  for  profit  shall  bear  interest  at  the 
prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a  mort¬ 
gage  insured  under  such  section.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  may,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  an 
organization  established  for  profit,  waive 


the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  interest, 
which  he  finds  the  borrower  is  unable  to  re¬ 
cover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  In¬ 
sured  under  section  221. 

“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be 
deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known 
as  the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall 
be  used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary 
for  carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  ex¬ 
penses  of  administration  of  this  section  may 
be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund 
not  needed  for  current  operation  may  be 
invested  in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guar¬ 
anteed  as  to  prinicpal  and  interest  by  the 
United  States. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  113.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211 
of  the  Act,  entitled  “vocational  education 
facilities”,  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  word  “needed”  in  the  first  sentence,  the 
following:  “and  for  the  equipment  of  such 
facilities  and  other  school  facilities”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $26,000,000  of  the 
funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act 
for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June 
30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section." 

Sec.  114.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “sewage  treatment  works”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  115.  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1954  (40  U.S.C.  461(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8) 
and  all  of  clause  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
therof  the  following : 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  the 
Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section  403 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified 
under  section  301  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Deveolpment  Act  of  1965,  for  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  for  their  entire  areas,  or 
for  metropolitan  planning,  urban  planning, 
county  planning,  or  small  municipality 
planning  within  such  areas  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region,  and  for  planning  for  Ap¬ 
palachian  regional  programs.” 

(b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of 
section  701(b)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “States”  the 
words  “and  local  development  districts”. 

Sec.  116.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid 

PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  peo¬ 
ple,  States,  and  local  communities  of  the 
region,  including  local  development  districts, 
to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  de¬ 
fined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for 
which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching 
share,  the  President  is  authorized  to  provide 
funds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  to  be  used 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Fed¬ 
eral  contribution  to  projects  under  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs,  as  hereafter  defined, 
above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the 
cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  authorized 
by  the  applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  pro¬ 
vided  for  Federal  grant-ln-aid  programs  for 
which  funds  are  available  under  the  Acts 
authorizing  such  programs  and  shall  be 
available  without  regard  to  any  appropria¬ 
tion  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Acts.  Any 
finding,  report,  certification,  or  documenta¬ 


tion  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  head 
of  the  department,  agency,  or  instrumental¬ 
ity  of  the  Federal  Government  responsible 
for  the  administration  of  any  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  program  shall  be  accepted  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Cochairman  with  respect  to  a  supple¬ 
mental  grant  for  any  project  under  such 
program. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  the  Commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  those 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by 
this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
facilities,  and  all  other  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs  authorized  on  or  before  August  1, 
1967,  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not 
limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized 
by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Fed¬ 
eral  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Educa¬ 
tion  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National  De¬ 
fense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall 
not  include  (A)  the  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  development  highway  sys¬ 
tem  authorized  by  section  201  of  this  Act  or 
any  other  program  relating  to  highway  or 
road  construction,  or  (B)  any  other  program 
for  which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial 
assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is 
authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $71,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section 
221  of  the  Act,  entitled  “maintenance  of 
effort”,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “exclu¬ 
sive  of  Federal  funds,”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “exclusive  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  participation  in  the  National  Sys¬ 
tem  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  and 
exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Federal  funds,”. 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “Highways” 
the  following:  “and  expenditures  of  local 
funds  and  Federal  funds”. 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  author¬ 
ized  under  any  section  of  this  title  shall  be 
implemented  until  (1)  applications  and 
plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions 
and  objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  ad¬ 
ministers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  and  (2)  the  Commission  has  approved 
such  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under 
section  224  and  will  contribute  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  region,  which  determina¬ 
tion  shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224 
of  the  Act,  entitled  “program  development 
criteria”,  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  “In 
developing  recommendations  on  the”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  “In  considering”; 
and  (2)  by  striking  out  “within  those  rec¬ 
ommendations”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  clause  (1)  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “(1)  to 
assist  establishments  relocating  from  one 
area  to  another;”. 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“grants  for  administrative  expenses  of 

LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT  DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RE¬ 
SEARCH  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS”,  is 
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amended  by  (1)  striking  out  subsections  (a) 
through  (c);  (2)  redesignating  subsection 
(d)  as  subsection  (e);  and  (3)  inserting  the 
following  new  subsections  (a)  through  (d)  : 

“  ( a )  The  President  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission 
for  administrative  expenses,  including  tech¬ 
nical  services,  of  local  development  districts, 
but  (A)  the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall 
not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses, 
(B)  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses 
shall  be  made  for  a  local  development  dis¬ 
trict  for  a  period  in  excess  of  three  years 
beginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is 
made  for  such  development  district,  and  (C) 
the  local  development  district  contributions 
for  administrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash 
or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including  but 
not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  serv¬ 
ices;  and 

“(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for 
investigation,  research,  studies,  technical  as¬ 
sistance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and  for 
training  programs,  but  not  for  construction 
purposes,  which  will  further  the  purposes  of 
this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to 
make  a  survey  and  study  of  acid  pollution 
in  the  region  resulting  from  mining  activi¬ 
ties  and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  in  full 
cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  departments  and  agencies,  with  the 
objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  ac¬ 
tion  program  for  the  appropriate  control, 
reduction,  or  elimination  of  such  pollution  in 
the  region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution. 
The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  a  report,  including  specific  recommen¬ 
dations  for  such  program  and  for  the  policies 
under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and 
the  President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the 
Congress,  together  with  his  recommenda¬ 
tions,  not  later  than  March  31,  1969.  The 
study  shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  region  and  their  type,  area,  own¬ 
ership,  and  other  characteristics;  the  relative 
contribution  of  each  source;  and  the  impact 
of  each  source  on  water  quality  in  the 
streams  affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water¬ 
using  and  other  activities  which  are  affected 
by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  or  origi¬ 
nating  in  the  region,  and  the  economic  and 
social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to  such 
pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs 
for  the  control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine 
pollution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  bene¬ 
fits,  public  and  private,  that  are  likely  to 
result  from  reducing  to  various  levels  acid 
mine  pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region 
and  identify  the  types  of  beneficiaries  and 
the  relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to 
such  beneficiaries. 

"(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  private  interests  in  programs 
for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of 
acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and  the 
relative  costs  which  each  should  bear,  includ¬ 
ing  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to 
which  private  interests  can  bear  the  cost  of 
such  programs  ■within  the  economics  of  min¬ 
ing  activity,  (B)  the  effectiveness  of  past 
action  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of 
government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the 
adverse  effects-of  acid  mine  pollution,  (C) 
relationships  which  might  be  established 
among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  and  with  private  interests,  for  im¬ 
plementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and 
(D)  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal  and 
State  legislation,  including  adequate  enforce¬ 
ment  provisions,  for  such  programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appro¬ 
priate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of 
acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  including 
the  identification  of  specific  objectives  and 
costs,  with  due  consideration  to:  (A)  the  de¬ 


velopmental  effects  of  the  program,  (B)  the 
economic  benefits  of  the  program  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  costs,  (C)  the  social  effects  of  the 
program,  (D)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted 
financial  gain  to  private  interests,  and  (E) 
the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to 
accomplish  the  program. 

“(c)  (1)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required 
by  the  President,  maintain  accurate  and 
complete  records  of  transactions  and  ac¬ 
tivities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and  re¬ 
port  thereon  to  the  President.  The  records 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  available  for 
audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the 
President  and  the  Comptroller  General  or 
their  duly  authorized  representatives. 

“(2)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  shall,  as  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Commission,  maintain  ac¬ 
curate  and  complete  records  of  transactions 
and  activities  financed  with  Federal  funds 
and  report  thereon  to  the  Commission.  Such 
records  shall  be  available  for  audit  by  the 
President,  the  Comptroller  General,  and  the 
Commission  or  their  duly  authorized  rep¬ 
resentatives. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 
Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of 
subsection  (b) .” 

Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“PROJECT  APPROVAL 

“Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for 
any  other  assistance  for  a  program  or  project 
under  this  Act  shall  be  made  through  the 
State  member  of  the  Commission  represent¬ 
ing  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member 
shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval. 
Only  applications  for  programs  and  projects 
which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance 
under  the  Act  shall  be  approved  for  assist¬ 
ance.  No  project  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Commission  unless  the  Commission  is  satis¬ 
fied  that  the  project  will  be  properly  ad¬ 
ministered,  operated,  and  maintained.” 

Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

“Sec.  401.  In  addition  to  the  appropria¬ 
tions  authorized  in  section  105  and  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  for  the  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  President,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
not  to  exceed  $220,000,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry 
out  this  Act.” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “DEFINITION  OF  APPALACHIAN  REGION”,  is 

amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  counties  in  Alabama  after  “Jefferson,” 
the  following:  “Lamar,”  and  after  “Morgan,” 
the  following:  “Pickens,”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating 
to  the  counties  in  Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn, 
Benton,  Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Itaw¬ 
amba,  Kemper,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Marshall,  Mon¬ 
roe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss, 
Tippah,  Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  and 
Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chautauqua,  Che¬ 
mung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego, 
Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and 
Tompkins;”;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  counties  in  Tennessee  after  “Campbell” 
the  following:  “Cannon,”. 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  the  colon  following  "West  Vir¬ 
ginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period, 
and  by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder  of 


such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the 
definition  of  the  Appalachian  region  as  set 
forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or 
considered  by  the  Commission  without  a 
prior  resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  directing  a  study  of  such 
change.” 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  title 
I  be  considered  as  read,  printed  in  the 
Record,  and  open  to  amendment  at  any 
point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  that  the  Committee  do  now 
rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Price  of  Illinois,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  had  come  to  no  resolu¬ 


tion  thereon. 


E  CHALLENGES  FACING  THE 
LABOR  MOVEMENT 

(Mr.  PERKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  \in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  chal¬ 
lenges  facing  the  labor  movement  for  the 
good  of  the  entire  community,  especially 
those  stillXin  poverty,  were  the  object  of 
attention  by  Joseph  A.  Beirne,  president 
of  the  Communications  Workers  of 
America,  and  vice  president  of  the  AFL- 
CIO,  in  a  special  Labor  Day  radio  broad¬ 
cast.  \ 

I  include  the  text  of  Mr.  Beirne’s  ad¬ 
dress,  heard  on  the  American  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Co.  radio  netVork,  in  the  Record,  as 
follows :  \ 

Address  by  Vice  President  Joseph  A.  Beirne 

It  is  always  a  temptation  on  an  occasion 
such  as  this  .  .  .  the  86th  year  in  which  we 
celebrate  Labor  Day  .  .  .  kp  review  our  achieve¬ 
ments  and  to  count  the  milestones  in  our 
progress  one  by  one.  I  propose  to  yield  to  that 
temptation  only  in  the  way  that  an  author 
of  a  book,  very  popular  early  in  this  century, 
yielded  to  it.  The  author,  Edward  Bellamy, 
called  his  book  Looking  Backward.  But  the 
point  in  time  from  which  he  lopked  backward 
was  a  period  many  years  in  t^ie  future.  He 
used  that  device  to  project  his  concept  of  our 
society  as  it  would  exist  .  .  .  or  ak  he  thought 
it  should  exist  .  .  .  and  to  comrpent  on  the 
present  state  of  affairs. 

And  perhaps  that  is  the  only  vantage  point 
that  we  can  use  ...  a  period  some  years  dis¬ 
tant  ...  to  look  at  ourselves  today.  The  world 
and  its  customs  and  patterns  are  chariging  so 
fast  that  any  attempt  to  look  at  our  society 
from  a  stationary  position  would  limit  Vs  to 
a  very  brief  glimpse  as  it  whizzed  by. 

President  Kennedy  was  fond  of  illustrating 
the  pace  of  our  change  in  these  terms.  Con¬ 
dense  if  you  will  ...  he  would  say  .  .  .  the 
fifty  thousand  years  of  man’s  recorded  histor\ 
into  half  a  oentury  .  .  .  fifty  years.  On  that 
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soule  man  emerged  from  his  cave  10  years 
agd,  Five  years  ago  man  learned  to  write.  Last 
month  he  got  electric  lights  and  telephones 
and  automobiles  and  airplanes.  Only  last 
week,  'nuclear  power.  And  we  will  have 
reached  the  stars  before  midnight  tonight. 

We  are  Hold  by  eminent  professors  that 
about  half  of  all  the  scientific  material  ever 
published  hah  been  published  since  1950  .  .  . 
that  eighty  percent  of  all  the  scientists  the 
world  has  knowii- are  alive  today.  And  we  are 
told  by  the  chairman  of  our  atomic  energy 
commission  that  map  might  be  able  to  create 
life  itself  with  all  it^  mysteries  before  the 
end  of  the  century. 

Each  of  us,  I  know,  hHs  his  own  yardstick 
for  measuring  change,  wither  it’s  the  fact 
that  store-bought  pies  doi^t  taste  as  good 
as  those  that  mother  used  to  n\ake  or  whether 
the  skirts  axe  above  the  kneeX.or  the  other 
way  around. 

And  what  this  all  has  to  do  Vith  Labor 
Day  ...  is  simply  this.  It  emphasizes  the 
speed  of  the  change  that  is  taking  place  in 
our  society.  More  important,  it  emphasizes 
the  need  of  each  of  us  to  keep  pace  witlrfhat 
change. 

If  we  want  to  look  backward  we  have 
keep  moving  forward  very  fast  indeed. 

And  that  is  what  the  American  labor 
movement  is  doing  today  .  .  .  moving  for¬ 
ward  fast  .  .  .  looking  ahead  to  the  new 
problems  we  will  face  .  .  .  looking  ahead  for 
the  solutions  to  these  problems.  We  recognize 
that  the  labor  movement  ...  to  survive  and 
to  justify  its  survival  .  .  .  must  be  working 
today  in  the  context  of  today’s  society. 

For  the  inescapable  fact  is  that  our  society 
is  infinitely  more  complex  than  it  was  in 
1882  when  Peter  McGuire  led  his  Labor  Da# 
parade  into  Union  Square.  And  the  labor 
movement  is  infinitely  more  inter-connected 
and  inter-twined  in  our  society  than  it  was 
in  those  more  simple  days. 

Today  the  range  of  interests  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  labor  movement  is  the  range  of  interests 
of  the  American  people.  We  are  interested  in 
the  quality  and  caliber  of  our  schools  ...  in 
our  communications  system  ...  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  our  cities  and  the  ability  of  our  police 
forces  to  cope  with  the  kinds  of  problems 
that  exist  .  .  ,  far  more  sophisticated  than 
ever  before!  We  are  concerned  .  .  .  and  vi¬ 
tally  so  .  .  .  with  air  and  water  pollution 
.  .  .  with  the  conservation  of  our  natural 
resources.  Our  nation’s  tax  structure  and 
economic  policy  .  .  .  our  relations  with  the 
nations  in  Europe,  Latin  America  and  the 
Orient  .  .  .  the  space  program  and  its  im¬ 
plications  for  the  world  in  which  we  live  .  .  . 
these,  too,  are  matter  of  concern  for  the 
American  labor  movement. 

The  fact  is  that  there  is  only  one  substan, 
tial  private  organization  in  the  United  States 
whose  primary  dedication  is  to  the  widest 
and  best  interests  of  all  the  American  people. 
It  is  the  only  organization  whose  vast  re¬ 
sources,  manpower  and  money,  are  used  in  the 
interests  of  all  the  American  people.  And 
that  organization  is  the  American  labor 
movement  represented  by  the  AFL-CIO. 

By  substantial  I  mean  well  organized,  large 
and  influential.  By  private/organization  I 
mean  one  that  is  not  parjr  of  our  govern¬ 
mental  structure.  By  best  interests  of  the 
American  people  I  mean/the  interests  of  the 
business  community,  the  educational  com¬ 
munity,  the  religious/community  as  well  as 
the  rank  and  file  dfizen.  I  specifically  sug¬ 
gest  the  AFL-CIQr  and  its  member  unions 
work  day  in  anct/aay  out,  longer  and  harder, 
and  expend  its^nanpower  and  money  in  the 
interests  of  the  entire  American  community 
rather  than  in  the  narrow  area  of  responsibil¬ 
ity  to  dues/paying  members  only. 

It  is  for  this  reason  and  within  this  con¬ 
text  tlyft  the  American  labor  movement  to¬ 
day  is/reaching  out  in  two  broad  directions. 
The/irst  is  toward  the  growing  area  of  white 
ancf  grey  collar  workers  .  .  .  the  people  who 
h/ndle  and  service  the  machines  and  the 


products  of  those  machines,  whether  the 
products  are  paper  work  or  a  hardier  sub¬ 
stance  .  .  .  whose  need  for  protection  against 
exploitation  and  misuse  is  as  great  as  that 
of  the  miner  or  railroad  worker  60  years 
ago. 

To  those  of  you  who  fall  into  this  cate¬ 
gory  .  .  .  who  spend  your  working  lives  in 
today's  white  collar  factories  producing  paper 
work  ...  I  extend  a  cordial  invitation.  Visit 
your  nearest  union  office  .  .  .  my  own  union, 
the  Communications  Workers  of  America  .  .  . 
CWA  .  .  .  would  be  glad  to  help  .  .  .  and 
find  out  about  today’s  unions.  Find  out  what 
they’re  doing  for  other  people  ...  in  the 
newspaper  and  radio  industries  ...  in  in¬ 
surance  companies  and  electronic  data  proc¬ 
essing  firms  .  .  .  for  teachers  and  nurses. 
You’ll  find  people  like  yourselves  .  .  .  peo¬ 
ple  interested  only  in  translating  the  spirit 
of  our  American  democracy  into  everyday, 
practical  terms  .  .  .  interested  only  in  help¬ 
ing  our  country  and  the  labor  movement 
which  serves  it  .  .  .  move  ahead  toward  a 
fuller  realization  of  the  American  dream. 

You  need  our  strength  just  as  we  need 
yours. 

Our  second  major  area  of  concern  is  the 
existence  of  poverty  in  our  country  and  the 
disturbances  in  our  cities  that  are  a  reflec¬ 
tion  of  that  poverty  .  .  .  poverty  of  morale 
a^well  as  of  pocket. 

Te  in  the  American  labor  movement  cor 
stit^e  the  front  line  troops  in  our  nation’s 
war  against  poverty.  Recently  the  Comnymi- 
cations\workers  negotiated  an  agreement 
with  oneNjf  the  nation’s  telephone  corafpanies 
that  opensSthe  door  wide  to  training /or  those 
who  are  now,  disadvantaged. 

From  a  longer  range  point  of  view,  we 
must  improve  our  schools  so  that  the  people 
we  train  today  wUl  be  able  to/cope  with  the 
technology  of  tomorrow.  The  teaching  ma¬ 
chines  and  the  modern  instructional  tech¬ 
niques  now  in  use  ik  private  industry  and 
private  schools  must  (sir  made  available  on 
the  broadest  possibla/Vublic  basis.  If,  in 
earlier  days,  it  was  a/matter  of  sound  public 
policy  to  provide  each  of  our  children  with  a 
free  grade  school ^education, Has  a  minimum, 
surely  in  today's'  society  and  that  of  tomor¬ 
row,  we  should/regard  it  as  a  matter  of  sound 
public  policy'  to  provide  a  freev  education 
through  the'doctor’s  degree  for  everyone  who 
has  the  ajiility  and  the  desire  to  rea^h  that 
goal. 

And  Are  need  to  get  on  with  the  jib  of 
eliminating  our  slums  and  our  ghettos. 
Thejre’s  little  excuse  for  a  nation  as  wealth 
resourceful  as  ours  to  tolerate  rat  in> 
fasted  slums  .  .  .  waterless,  airless  rooms  with  ’ 
ive  or  six  people  to  the  room  .  .  .  trash-filled 
streets  .  .  .  parks  in  which  one  dare  not  walk 
after  night-fall. 

Poverty  is  an  old  and  ancient  enemy  of 
ours.  We  have  faced  it  in  the  mining 
camps  ...  in  the  company  towns  ...  on  the 
waterfront  ...  in  the  factory  lofts  of  great 
cities  .  .  .  wherever  working  people  were  with¬ 
out  means  to  fight  exploitation. 

It  remains  today  our  relentless  foe  ...  a 
barrier  between  the  people  of  our  land  and 
the  promise  of  our  land.  It  is  a  foe  against 
which  we  have  won  many  battles  but  not  '£et 
the  war. 

Ending  poverty  in  America  .  .  .  keeping 
pace  with  our  galloping  technology  and  ap¬ 
plying  its  benefits  fairly  and  equitably  .  .  . 
building  a  society  of  unlimited  opportunity 
and  boundless  horizons  .  . .  these  are  the  goals 
of  the  American  labor  movement  as  we  look 
“backward”  on  this  Labor  Day  of  1967.  And, 
by  our  own  good  efforts  and  with  the  help  of 
God,  we  shall  achieve  them. 


THE  TEXAS  RANGERS 

(Mr.  ROBERTS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks, 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter.) 


Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this, 
morning  the  lead  article  in  the  Wt 
Street  Journal  dealt  with  one  of  the  meCst 
famous  law  enforcement  agencies  iiythe 
world.  Except  for  the  Northwest  Mounted 
Police,  probably  the  best-knowiy  police 
organization  in  history  is  the  Texas 
Rangers,  all  62  of  them. 

The  Journal,  a  respected/fcublication, 
pointed  out  some  aspects  en  the  current 
storm  raging  over  the  Rangers  concern¬ 
ing  attempts  by  a  union/fo  organize  Latin 
American  farm  laborers  in  the  Rio 
Grande  Valley  of  Tejms.  A  detachment  of 
Rangers  was  sent y^ome  months  ago,  by 
Gov.  James  Connally  to  restore  law  and 
order  in  the  sometimes  violent  situation. 
As  a  result  oy the  Rangel's’  usual  effici¬ 
ent  handlinsr  of  the  situation,  they  have 
been  barraged  with  charges  ranging  from 
brutality/to  enfringement  of  civil  rights. 

If  there  is  any  truth  in  these  charges, 
I  certainly  do  not  condone  misdeeds. 
However,  it  is  my  view  and  the  view  of 
respected  law  enforcement  officials 
found  the  Nation  that  the  Rangers  are 
''one  of  the  best  groups  of  lawmen  in  the 
world.  They  have  an  unparalleled  record 
of  arrests  leading  to  the  conviction  of 
criminals.  There  is  no  denying  that  the 
Rangers  are  a  tough  bunch.  Their  code  of 
honor  is  the  chivalry  of  the  Old  West; 
their  code  of  law  is  equal  justice  for  all 
and  swift,  sure  punishment  for  offenders. 
Like  Canada’s  Mounties,  the  Rangers  al¬ 
ways  get  their  man. 

The  Texas  Rangers  really  need  no  de¬ 
fense,  for  their  proud  record  is  already 
secure  in  history.  However,  it  is  interest¬ 
ing  to  note  that  such  a  man  as  Mr.  Ferris 
Lucas,  executive 'director  of  the  National 
Sheriffs  Association,  says  he  considers 
the  Rangers  one  of  the  Nation’s  best 
police  groups.  Mr.  Wendell  W.  Faile,  na¬ 
tional  director  of  public  relations  for  the 
National  Police  Officers  Association,  said 
his  organization  views  the  Rangers  as 
“one  hell  of  an  effective  law  enforcement 
agency.  We  have  been  closely  following 
the  Rio  Grande  Valley  situation  and 
think  if  anything  the  Rangers  should  be 
commended  for  their  work  there.” 

One  of  the  criticisms  has  been  that 
re  Rangers  harass  minority  groups.  The 
ngers  are  an  elite  corps  of  the  Texas 
Department  of  Public  Safety.  Often, 
Range’s  are  recruited  from  within  the 
department’s  own  ranks.  Significantly,  a 
number \f  men  of  Latin  American  an¬ 
cestry  serVe  in  the  department.  Further, 
one  of  the  Rangers’  most  famous  officers 
was  of  Spanish  ancestry.  Capt.  M.  T. 
“Lone  Wolf”  Xlonzaules  retired  a  few 
years  ago  after  \  long  and  honor-filled 
carrer  with  the  Rangers. 

A  spokesman  for\the  department  of 
public  safety  has  assured  me  that  there 
is  no  discrimination  because,  of  race  in 
the  selection  of  RangerN  although  it  is 
difficult  for  anyone  to  join  this  select 
force.  There  are  now  mor^than  5,000 
applications  on  file. 

The  Texas  Rangers  are  undek  attack, 
but  I  say  to  them  to  keep  their  own  un¬ 
written  motto  in  mind ;  “A  Ranger  Never 
Retreats.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  article  in  the  Journal 
I  referred  to  is  as  follows: 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  Appalachia  bill.  Senate  passed  flood  insurance  bill. 


1.  APPALACHIA.  Passed,  189-168,  with  amendments  S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend  until 

June  30,  1969,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  (pp.  H11864-907,  11938), 
Agreed,  199-161,  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Cramer  to  reduce  the  authorization  by 
$50  million  (pp.  H11904-5). 

/  \ 

2.  FOREIGN  AID.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  9547,  to  authorize  u\  S. 

participation  in  an  increase  in  the  resources  of  the  Tund  for  Special  Operations 
/of  the  Inter-American  Development  Bank  (H#  Kept*.”  pp.  H11863-1;  \ 


* 


3.  SHALL  BUSINESS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  1862,  to  amend  the  authorizing 

legislation  for  the  Small  Business  Administration.  Senate  conferees  have  beei 
appointed,  p.  H11864 

\  i  I  f 

4.  RESEARCH;  DEVELOPMENT.  Rep.  Belcher  inserted  an  article,  "The  Cooperative/ 

Approach--Strengths  and  Economics  in  Regional  Research  and  Development.  /  pp. 

H11916-9 

\ 

5.  FARM  PRICES.  Rep.  Schwengel  inserted  an  article,  "The  Paradox  of  Lo^  Farm 

Prices."  pp.  H11929-31 

6.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Button  inserted  a  letter  defending  the  poverty  program  and  saying 

it  was  "impossible  under  the  old-line,  traditional  agencies.1’/  pp.  H11936-7 

Rep.  Ashbrook  reviewed  his  trip  to  observe  the  poverty  program  and  criticized 
its  administration,  and  Rep.  Clancy  agreed,  pp.  H11939-9 

7.  EDUCATION.  Rep.  St.  Germain  recommended  full  funding  of  the  educational  aid 
for  Federally  impacted  ^eas,  pp.  H11946-7 

8.  HOLIDAYS.  Rep.  Fulton,  Tend.,  inserted  an  article, /"Monday  Holiday  Draws 

Backers."  pp.  H11972-3 

9.  PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS.  The  Daily  Digest  says/the  Rules  Committee  granted  an 

open  rule  for  debate  on  H.  R.  10673,  to  make/clear  that  a  stockyard  owner  has 
the  responsibility  and  right  to  manage  his  /stockyard  in  a  just,  reasonable,  and 
nondiscriminatory  manner,  and  to  require  Persons  operating  at  a  stockyard  to 
conduct  their  operations  in  a  manner  which  will  foster,  preserve,  and  insure  an 
efficient;  competitive  market,  while  Deserving  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  right  to  prevent  abuse  of  authority  by  the  stockyard  owner,  p.  D813 

10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  a  rnnounced  the  legislative  program  for  next 

week:  Mon.,  Consent  Calendar,  dairy  indemnify  payments;  Tues.,  Private  Calen¬ 
dar;  Tues.  and  balance  of  week/  various  bills  Including  the  packers  and  stock- 
yards  bill.  p.  H11907 

11.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.  ,  Sept/18.  p.  H11975 

SENATE 

12.  FLOOD  INSURANCE.  Parsed  with  amendments  S.  1985,  to  provide  for  a  national  pro¬ 

gram  of  flood  insu/ance.  pp.  S13021-43,  S13050-7 

13.  TAXATION.  Sen.  ^oxmire  inserted  testimony  opposing  a  tax  increase,  pp. 

S12990-4 


14.  DAIRY  IMP0R1 


Sen.  Nelson  recommended  more  quality  controls  on  dairy  imports 


and  inserted  a  report  by  HEW  on  dairy-import  detentions,  pp.  S1299>c9 


15.  FOOD.  Ben.  McGovern  inserted  an  article,  "Food  Is  First  Aid  for  a  Hungi 
World/ 1  pp.  SI 300 3-4 

16.  POVERTY.  Sen.  McGovern  said  rural  poverty  causes  urban  problems  and  inserted 
speech  on  this  subject.  pp.  S13012-4 


Home  of  Representatives 


House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
TheyChaplain,  Rev.  Edward  G.  Latch, 
O.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Blesseckare  they  that  hear  the  word  of 
God  and  ic&ep  it. — Luke  11:  28. 

Eternal  God,  our  Father,  so  high  above 
us  that  we  cannot  comprehend  Thee  and 
yet  so  deep  within  us  that  we  cannot 
escape  Thee,  mak^  Thyself  real  to  us  as 
we  pray  today. 

Tired  are  we  of  ouKlittleness  and  pray 
that  Thou  wilt  lift  ihkinto  the  fellow¬ 
ship  of  great  minds.  Tinbd  are  we  of  our 
thoughts  of  discouragement  and  pray 
that  Thou  wilt  lift  us  into  the  compan¬ 
ionship  of  great  hearts.  In  this  fellow¬ 
ship  and  from  this  companionship  may 
our  faith  be  renewed,  our  hope  strength¬ 
ened,  and  our  courage  confirmed. ' 

Bless  these  Representatives  of  our  ;£>eo- 
ple.  During  these  days  may  they  be  wise 
with  Thy  wisdom,  strong  in  Thy  powei\ 
and  faithful  through  Thy  faithfulness  to 
them.  According  to  our  needs  may  the 
riches  of  Thy  grace  enter  the  heart  of 
every  one  of  us.  In  Jesus’  name  we  pray. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the 
following  title,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  1035.  An  act  to  protect  the  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  U.S. 
Government  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  con¬ 
stitutional  rights  and  to  prevent  unwar¬ 
ranted  governmental  invasions  of  their 
privacy. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendment  oS 
the  House  to  the  bill  (B.  1862)  entitled 
“An  act  to  amend  the  authorizing  legis¬ 
lation  of  the  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  for  other  purposes,”  requests 
a  conference  with  the  House  o y  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Hoifses  there¬ 
on,  and  appoints  Mr.  Sp/fkman,  Mr. 
McIntyre,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Jflr.  Percy,  and 
Mr.  Tower  to  be  the  qdnferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  >minounced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  tjre  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the/ Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
10738)  entitled  “An  act  making  appro¬ 
priations^-  the  Department  of  Defense 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968, 
and  fj/r  other  purposes.” 

message  also  announced  that  the 
Sf^ate  recedes  from  its  disagreement  to 
lendment  No.  18  to  the  foregoing  bill. 


Thursday,  September  14,  1967 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  251] 


Adair 

Feighan 

Pimie 

Ashley 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Rivers 

Aspinall 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Rostenkowski 

Baring 

Gallagher 

Rumsfeld 

Bell 

Green,  Oreg. 

St  Germain 

Blatnik 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Saylor 

Brademas 

Hebert 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Broomfield 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Udall 

Brown,  Calif. 

Leggett 

Ullman 

Button 

McMillan 

Vander  Jagt 

Clawson,  Del 

Miller,  Calif. 

Willis 

Uohelan 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Wilson, 

Curtis 

Multer 

Charles  H. 

DAddario 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wolff  / 

Diggs 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Wyatt  / 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Pike 

The\SPEAKER.  On  this  rollc/ll,  389 
Member^have  answered  to  thejr  names, 
a  quorumN 

By  unanimous  consent,  farther  pro¬ 
ceedings  undb{-  the  call  yere  dispensed 
with. 


CONFERENCE  IMPORT  ON  H.R. 

9547 — INTER- .AMERICAN  DEVEL¬ 
OPMENT  BANK  \ACT  AMEND¬ 
MENTS  OF/1967 

Mr.  PATMAN  submitted\he  following 
conferencyreport  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (HTfc  9547)  to  amend  fc^e  Inter- 
Amerioftn  Development  Bank  Adt  to  au¬ 
thorise  the  United  States  to  participate 
in  zfn  increase  in  the  resources  oKthe 
F/md  for  Special  Operations  of  the  Int^-- 
(merican  Development  Bank,  and  for 
other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  641) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
9547)  to  amend  the  Inter-American  Develop¬ 
ment  Bank  Act  to  authorize  the  United 
States  to  participate  in  an  increase  in  the 
resources  of  the  Fund  for  Special  Operations 
of  the  Inter-American  Development  Bank, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

“That  the  Inter-American  Development 
Bank  Act  (22  U.S.C.  283-283k)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  15.  (a)  The  United  States  Governor 
of  the  Bank  is  hereby  authorized  to  vote  in 


favor  of  the  resolution  entitled  “Increase/oF 
$1,200,000,000  in  Resources  of  Fund  forliSpe- 
cial  Operations”  proposed  by  the  Governors 
at  their  annual  meeting  in  April  ure 7  and 
now  pending  before  the  Board  of  /Governors 
of  the  Bank.  Upon  the  adoption  or  such  reso¬ 
lution,  the  United  States  Govenfor  is  author¬ 
ized  to  agree,  on  behalf  of  theOJnited  States, 
to  pay  to  the  Fund  for  Special  Operations  of 
the  Bank  the  sum  of  $900/100,000,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  and  subject  u/the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  of  such  resolution,  and  subject  to  the 
further  condition  that  in  consideration  of  the 
United  States  ba]Ance-of-payments  deficit 
any  local  cost  financing,  by  project  or  other¬ 
wise,  with  the  /unds  authorized  under  this 
section  be  held  to  the  minimum  possible 
level.  The  Uruted  States  Governor  is  also  au¬ 
thorized  U>  vote  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
to  Anne/  C  of  the  agreement,  now  pending 
before /lie  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Bank, 
t°  modify  the  procedure  employed  in  the 
election  of  Executive  Directors. 

‘‘(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
[ppropriated  without  fiscal  year  limitation, 
for  the  United  States  share  in  the  increase 
in  the  resources  of  the  Fund  for  Special  Op¬ 
erations  of  the  Bank,  the  sum  of  $900,000,000. 

“‘(c)  The  voting  power  of  the  United 
States  shall  be  exercised  for  the  purpose  of 
disapproving  any  loan  which  might  assist 
the  recipient  country  directly  or  indirectly  to 
acquire  sophisticated  or  heavy  military 
equipment.’  ” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Wright  Patman, 

Biel  Barrett, 

Leonor  K.  Sullivan, 

Henry  S.  Reuss, 

Thomas  L.  Ashley, 

William  B.  Widnall, 
Seymour  Halpern, 

Albert  W.  Johnson, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

J.  W.  Fulbright, 

John  Sparkman, 

Mike  Mansfield, 

B.  B.  Hickenlooper, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
le  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
tfte  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  9547)  to  amend  the 
IntersAmerican  Development  Bank  Act  to 
authorise  the  United  States  to  participate  in 
an  increase  in  the  resources  of  the  Fund  for 
Special  Operations  of  the  Inter-American 
Development.  Bank,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effeht  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
by  the  confereesSand  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  confisrence  report: 

The  Senate  struck\ut  all  of  the  House  bill 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserted  a  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment.  ThXcommittee  of  con¬ 
ference  has  agreed  to  a  substitute  for  both 
the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment. 
The  following  statement  explains  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  House  billgpd  the  sub¬ 
stitute  agreed  to  in  conference. 

The  House  bill  contained  a  proVision  not 
included  in  the  Senate  amendment  directing 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  instruct  the 
United  States  Executive  Director  of  th\  In¬ 
ter-American  Development  Bank  to  propS»se 
the  establishment  of  a  program  of  selective 
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Vut  continuing  independent  and  comprehen¬ 
sive  audit  of  the  Bank,  with  the  scope  of  the 
audit  and  the  auditing  and  reporting  stand- 
ardsNjeing  prepared  for  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  by  the  Comptroller  General,  who 
would  periodically  review  the  audit  reports 
and  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
and  the  Congress  any  suggestions  he  might 
have  to  imj^ove  the  scope  of  the  audit  or 
the  auditing  and  reporting  standards  used. 
The  conference\substitute  omits  this  provi¬ 
sion. 

In  the  judgmenf\  of  some  of  the  Managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House,  an  end-use  review 
procedure  of  this  kiiuh  once  adopted  by  the 
Bank,  would  have  inured  to  the  benefit  of 
the  Bank  in  accomplishing  the  ends  of  eco¬ 
nomic  development  for  iAtin  America.  The 
action  of  the  Managers  on\the  part  of  the 
House  in  receding  on  this  provision  should 
not  be  taken  as  a  diminution  m  the  concern 
of  the  Congress  with  respect  to\the  efficacy 
of  the  Bank’s  operations;  and  ik is  hoped 
that  the  United  States  representatives  to  the 
Bank  will  urge  the  Bank  to  review  Existing 
procedures  to  insure  that  the  Bank  is  ob¬ 
taining  maximum  value  in  its  expenditure 
of  funds. 

The  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendmer 
both  contained  a  provision  authorizing  the\ 
United  States  Governor  of  the  Inter-Amer¬ 
ican  Development  Bank  to  vote  in  favor  of 
the  pending  resolution  entitled  “Increase  of 
$1,200,000,000  in  Resources  of  Fund  for  Spe¬ 
cial  Operations,”  and  (upon  the  adoption  of 
such  resolution)  to  agree  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States  to  pay  to  the  Bank’s  Fund  for 
Special  Operations  the  sum  of  $900,000,000 
in  accordance  with  such  resolution.  The 
House  bill  made  the  payment  of  $900,000,000 
subject  to  the  further  condition  (not  imposed 
by  the  Senate  amendment)  that  in  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  United  States  balance-of -pay¬ 
ments  deficit  any  local  cost  financing  with 
the  funds  so  authorized  be  held  to  the 
minimum  possible  level.  The  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  contains  the  House  provision. 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  pro¬ 
vision  not  included  in  the  House  bill  direct¬ 
ing  that  the  United  States  voting  power  in 
the  Bank  be  exercised  to  disapprove  any  loan 
which  might  assist  the  recipient  country  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly  in  acquiring  sophisticated 
or  heavy  military  equipment.  The  conference 
substitute  contains  the  Senate  provision. 
Wright  Patman, 

Bill  Barrett, 

Leonor  K.  Sullivan, 

Henry  S.  Reuss, 

Thomas  L.  Ashley, 

William  B.  Widnall 
Seymour  Halpern, 

Albert  W.  Johnson 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  tVLe  House. 


The 


VIETNAM 


(Mr.  POOL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  POOL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  American 
Forces  in  Vietnam  have  shown  fine  spirit 
and  morale.  I  believe  it  is  high  time  the 
American  people  joined  ranks  in  support 
of  the  wonderful  efforts  of  our  fighting 
men.  Let  us  put  criticism  of  the  war 
aside  and  renew  the  spirit  of  1776. 

We  need  to  adopt  once  again  the  spirit 
of  Patrick  Henry  when  he  chose  liberty 
or  death,  the  spirit  of  Lincoln  at  Gettys¬ 
burg,  the  spirit  of  Teddy  Roosevelt  as 
he  led  his  Rough  Riders  over  San  Juan 
Hill,  the  spirit  of  Sergeant  York  in 
France  during  World  War  I,  the  spirit  of 
Colin  Kelly  in  World  War  II,  the  spirit 
that  prevailed  on  Pork  Chop  Hill  in  the 
Korean  conflict. 

I  can  guarantee  you  our  troops  in  Viet¬ 
nam  have  that  spirit.  General  Westmore¬ 
land  has  reported  to  the  Nation  tha/  the 
morale  of  American  troops  in  battle  has 
tnever  been  better  throughout  the/history 
our  country.  Capt.  Bill  Carpenter  is 
Dfte  well-known  hero  of  the  Vietnam  con¬ 
flict,  but  there  are  hundreds  of  enlisted 
men\and  officers  who  have  displayed 
equal \ourage  and  heroism.  All  Amer¬ 
icans  should  be  proud/of  these  efforts 
of  our  fighting  men  tc/preserve  freedom 
and  liberty^— and  aly  Americans  should 
stand  behind,  our  Nation’s  policy  of  re¬ 
sisting  Commopi^t  aggression  in  South¬ 
east  Asia. 


t 


munists,  it  is  time  for  all  Americans  to 
pull  together  and  get  behina  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  recognize  the  fact  that  the 
only  way  we  are  going  to  .get  our  boys  out 
of  Vietnam,  is  by  winning,  and  that  is 
being  done  by  our  trocjps  and  I  think  they 
need  our  full  support 


SUPPORT/PRESIDENT  JOHNSON 
IN  VIETNAM 


AMENDING  THE  AUTHORIZING  LEG¬ 
ISLATION  OF  THE  /SMALL  BUSI¬ 
NESS  ADMINISTRATION 


Mr.  PATMAN.  M/  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent/  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  1862)  to 
amend  the  authorizing  legislation  of  the 
Small  Business/Administration,  and  for 
other  purpose/  with  amendments  of  the 
House  theimo,  insist  upon  the  House 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  conference 
asked  by  fhe  Senate. 


lerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
Th^1  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the/request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
/Patman,  Multer,  Barrett,  Mrs.  Sullivan, 
/and  Messrs.  Reuss,  Ashley,  Widnall, 
Brock,  and  Brown  of  Michigan. 


APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967, 
AND  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  PUB¬ 
LIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC  DE¬ 
VELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 


Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise 
and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional 
.Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 


(Mr.  PUCINSKI  ask&d  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  tng  House  for  1 
minut/.) 

MR  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 


previous 
\that  the 


to  /oin  in  the  remarks  of  tl 
speaker  who  discussed  the  fact 
lorale  of  our  troops  in  Vietnarri\is  very 
'high. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  thatXthe 
American  people  realize  that  as  of  nC 
the  cost  of  Communist  aggression  ll 
South  Vietnam  is  going  to  start  going  up.' 
We  have  been  in  South  Vietnam  and 
North  Vietnam  roughly  24  months.  When 
we  got  there  after  the  Tonkin  Bay  in¬ 
cident,  Saigon  Harbor  was  hopelessly 
blocked  and  ships  were  sitting  in  the 
harbor  for  5  and  6  months  unable  to  be 
unloaded.  The  whole  logistical  situation 
was  simply  impossible  to  wage  any  effec¬ 
tive  war  against  the  Communists. 

But  in  the  last  24  months  our  Ameri¬ 
can  troops  have  done  a  monumental  job. 
They  have  built  Cam  Ranh  Bay  and  they 
have  opened  up  communications  and 
supply  lines.  Today  our  troops  are  wag¬ 
ing  a  victorious  war. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  realize  that 
the  Communists  have  not  won  a  single 
major  battle  in  the  last  year.  It  is  safe 
to  predict  that  from  now  on,  their  losses 
will  increase  substantially  and  their 
ability  to  hold  out  will  decrease 
markedly. 

I  think  at  this  time,  now  when  the 
President  of  the -United  States  is  carry¬ 
ing  this  battle  victoriously  to  the  Com- 


Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  i 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  " 
consideration  of  the  bill,  S.  602,  with  Mr. 
Price  of  Illinois  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  it  had  agreed  that 
title  I  of  the  committee  substitute,  end¬ 
ing  on  page  56,  line  9,  be  considered  as 
read  and  open  to  amendment  at  any 
point. 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  title  I? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CRAMER 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  On 
page  55,  line  3,  strike  out  “$220,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$170,000,000”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  simple  amendment.  It  would  strike  j 
$50  million  from  the  authorized  $220  I 
million  for  additional  authorizations  for 
nonhighway  programs.  How  is  this  re¬ 
duction  in  authorization  justified?  It 
does  not  touch  highway  authorizations. 

It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  $1,015,000,- 
000  authorized  for  highway  construction. 

It  deals  only  with  programs  other  than 
highways  in  Appalachia,  meaning  such 
programs  as  those  for  health  facilities, 
soil  conservation,  timber  development, 
mine  restoration,  water  resources,  a  new 
housing  section,  vocational  education, 
sewage  treatment,  supplemental  grants, 
and  administrative  expenditures  of  the 
districts. 

Why  is  this  $50  million  reduction  of¬ 
fered?  What  is  the  reason  for  it?  Why  the 
amount? 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset  that  if  we 
want  to  start  practicing  economy,  this 
is  the  way  to  do  it.  This  morning  I  read 
in  the  newspaper  that  some  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
said  that  they  are  not  even  going  to  give 
consideration  to  tax-increase  legislation 
until  Congress  shows  its  good  faith  in¬ 
tent  to  reduce  spending.  It  is  my  belief 
that  if  we  reduce  spending  where  it  is 
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possible  to  reduce  it — and  it  certainly  is 
here — we  can  avoid  the  necessity  of  in¬ 
creased  taxes  from  the  American  tax¬ 
payer,  at  a  time  when  I  personally  be¬ 
lieve  that  to  impose  those  taxes  would  re¬ 
sult  possibly  in  throwing  us  into  a  reces¬ 
sionary  spiral.  This  is  not  the  time  for 
increases,  when  spending  cuts  is  a  logical 
answer. 

Why  is  $50  million  offered  as  an 
amount  for  the  cut?  I  am  the  first  to  ad¬ 
mit  that  approximately  $54  million — 
$53.6  million — was  cut  by  the  committee 
from  the  amounts  authorized  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate-passed  bill,  but  there  was  still  too 
much  fat  in  it,  and  there  is  still  too  much 
fat  in  it. 

This  cut  would,  in  fact,  affect  fiscal 
year  1969  funding  rather  than  that  for 
1968,  in  that  the  Congress  is  in  the  budg¬ 
etary  process  now,  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  is  asking  for  $64  million  this  year 
for  Appalachia.  I  repeat,  $64  million.  If 
the  proposed  cut  is  not  made,  there  will 
be  $155  million  available  for  the  fiscal 
year  1969  for  the  same  programs  for 
which  they  are  asking  only  $64  million 
this  year.  It  does  not  make  any  sense  to 
provide  almost  three  times  as  much  in 
the  fiscal  year  1969  as  we  are  providing, 
as  requested  in  the  budget,  in  fiscal  year 
1968.  My  amendment  is  a  reasonable  cut. 
We  are  giving  them  over  twice  as  much 
in  fiscal  year  1969  as  in  fiscal  year  1968. 
The  amendment  would  reduce  the 
amount  so  that  there  would  be  enough 
available  in  the  fiscal  year  1969  to  equal 
the  $64  million  that  is  requested  this 
year  in  the  budget  plus  an  amount 
equal — and  this  is  for  1969 — to  that  plus 
the  $42  million  carryover. 

So  for  the  next  year  they  will  have 
over  $100  million  for  these  supplemen¬ 
tary  Appalachian  programs  outside  of 
highways.  This  is  ample,  unless,  of  course, 
we  want  to  do  as  apparently  some  want 
to  do,  and  in  an  election  year — and  this 
would  be  an  election  year — give  away  a 
great  deal  of  money.  They  just  also  hap¬ 
pen  to  be  turning  all  this  money  to  the 
President,  which  is  an  entirely  new  pro¬ 
cedure.  The  money  now  is  going  to  the 
agencies.  The  highway  money  goes  to  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  for  in¬ 
stance.  But  now  they  want  to  give  it  to 
the  President.  All  the  funds  for  these 
other  programs  now  are  going  to  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  agency,  but  in  this  bill  they 
want  to  give  them  to  the  President.  It 
just  happens  that  fiscal  year  1969,  as  I 
said  before,  covers  the  election  year 
period.  There  will  be  about  $100  million, 
if  this  amendment  carries,  available  for 
expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1969,  which 
starts  July  1,  1968. 

The  amount  in  my  amendment  is  a 
reasonable  amount.  Every  Member  on 
the  floor  of  the  House,  even  if  he  is  in  the 
Appalachian  region,  can  conscientiously 
and  conscionably  vote  for  this  amend¬ 
ment.  There  is  in  this  bill  a  total  of 
$936.7  million,  of  which  $396.7  million 
is  new  authorization.  My  amendment  is- 
a  mere  $50  million  cut.  This  is  a  mere 
$50  million  of  the  $936.67  million 
authorization. 

I  think  it  is  a  reasonable  approach,  I 
think  it  is  a  logical  approach.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  going  to  gut  any  program.  The 
say-so  as  to  where  cuts  will  come  in  the 


individual  programs  under  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  up  to  the  administering  agencies, 
where  it  should  be. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Cramer 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  an  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  agency  administer¬ 
ing  the  program,  and  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  itself  will  be  given 
the  responsibility  of  deciding  what  pro¬ 
grams  it  wants  to  give  high  priority  to, 
and  which  it  can  cut.  It  can  certainly 
be  cut,  because  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  itself,  added  money  to  a  number 
of  these  programs.  Vocational  education 
is  one  of  them. 

The  administration  and  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committees — the  committee  of 
this  House  and  the  committee  of  the 
Senate — can  make  the  determination  as 
to  where  the  cuts  should  be.  This  is  the 
way  it  should  be.  Let  them  look  over  the 
program.  Let  them  decide  where  the 
reasonable  cuts  ought  to  be  made.  They 
will  make  the  cuts.  That  is  the  way  it 
should  be  done. 

I  am  offering  this  in  lieu  of  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  specific  amounts,  because  I 
think  this  is  the  proper  management  way 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  the  purpose  of  a 
question? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
believe  I  understood  the  gentleman  to  say 
the  effect  of  this  amendment  would  be  to 
cut  $50  million  and  to  put  the  money  in 
the  agencies  instead  of  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  Did  I  misunderstand  the  gentleman 
on  that  point? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  did  mis¬ 
understand  me,  Mr.  Chairman.  Our  side 
has  an  amendment  to  be  offered  at  a  later 
hour-dealing  with  that  subject  matter. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  This  merely  deals  with 
the  amount  of  money. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  that  clarification. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  If  we  want  to  start  cut¬ 
ting,  this  is  the  place  to  start  cutting,  at 
this  point. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  is  adopted, 
the  program  for  the  roads  will  not  be 
curtailed  one  iota  over  the  plans  that  are 
envisaged  in  the  legislation? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  reduction  does  not  deal  with 
highways,  but  rather  with  the  balance 
of  the  program  which  is  the  $220  million 
which  would  be  authorized  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  will  mean  that  $50  million  will  be 


cut  from  the  activities  and  programs  that 
are  now  being  utilized.  In  the  course  of 
the  committee’s  consideration  of  this  bill, 
we  cut  the  health  amounts,  set  by  the 
Senate  at  $70  million,  down  to  $50  mil¬ 
lion;  the  timber  development  we  reduced 
$3  million;  mine  restoration,  $9  million. 
Vocational  education  was  the  only  item, 
the  single  item  in  the  program  that  we 
increased. 

That  increase  was  from  $18  million  to 
$26  million. 

For  supplemental  grants  we  cut  $26 
million. 

We  cut  $500,000  from  the  cultural  pro¬ 
gram  and  $3  million  from  the  land  de¬ 
velopment  program. 

We  have  been  very  careful  in  seeing 
that  the  amounts  were  compatible  with 
the  outstanding  unobligated  amounts 
that  have  been  carried- forward. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  makes 
great  moment  of  the  fact  that  all  the 
funds  which  have  heretofore  been  au¬ 
thorized  and  appropriated  have  not  been 
fully  employed.  Of  course,  it  does  take 
time  for  these  communities,  which  are 
handicapped  for  lack  of  organization,  to 
petition  to  the  States  and  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  to  the  Congress  for  these 
various  types  of  programs  until  they  are 
all  in  the  pipeline. 

This  is  based  upon  the  expectation  that 
when  the  programs  are  submitted  the 
funds  will  be  available  for  commitment 
and  for  utilization. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  we  should 
not  say  to  these  communities,  which 
have  gone  to  tremendous  expense  and 
great  effort,  “No,  we  do  not  have  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  to  do  what  we  thought  we 
would  do  for  you.’’ 

There  as  not  a  single  bit  of  evidence 
presented  to  the  committee  to  warrant 
that  type  of  change. 

Let  us  s~e  what  we  are  doing  in  the 
Appalachian  areas.  In  the  health  pro¬ 
grams  we  are  trying  to  establish  com¬ 
munity  health  facilities.  There  will  be 
land  treatment  pi'ograms,  timber  devel¬ 
opment,  mining  area  restoration,  water 
resources  survey,  vocational  education, 
sewage  treatment  works,  and  supple-' 
mental  grants  for  other  types  of 
programs. 

It  sc.: :is  to  me  that  if  we  were  to  make 
an  indiscriminate  cut  in  the  total 
amount  this  would  not  rationalize  with 
the  amendment  and  its  necessity,  be¬ 
cause  it  would  not  single  out  where  the 
cuts  should  be  made.  I  do  not  believe 
that  a  blanket  approach  is  very  wise  or 
very  prudent  for  Congress  to  adopt  in 
the  practice  of  considering  programs 
and  their  relationship  to  the  total  ob¬ 
jective  sought  by  this  legislation. 

These  are  needed  programs.  These  are 
the  programs  which  have  been  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  State  commissions,  by  the 
Governors  and  the  local  communities, 
who  have  presented  to  the  Congress 
their  urgency  and  their  great  need. 

I  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
amendment  will  not  be  accepted. 

Mr.  CARTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  J'NES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  CARTER.  I  happen  to  live  in  the 
Appalachian  -rea,  and  I  have  observed 
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this  program  very  carefully.  This  pro¬ 
gram  has  helped  my  district  a  great 
deal,  and  has  been  very  important  in  re¬ 
spect  to  establishment  of  vocational 
schools.  They  have  been  providing 
training  and  education  for  those  who 
are  untrained  and  unable  to  work.  It  has 
meant  much  to  them.  In  some  classes  of 
teaching  in  these  schools  100  percent  of 
the  people  have  gone  immediately  into 
industry  to  employment.  In  all  cases  at 
least  80  percent  of  those  who  go  to  these 
schools  are  later  employed. 

This  has  meant  much  to  my  part  of 
Appalachia,  and  certainly  I  should  hate 
to  see  a  cut  made. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
for  his  excellent  statement. 

Mr.  MOORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  In 
opposition  to  the  amendment  to  reduce 
funds  for  the  Appalachia  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  by  $50  million.  : 

I  regret  very  much  to  take  issue  with 
my  distinguished  colleague;  he  is  cer¬ 
tainly  well  oriented  with  respect  to  the 
Appalachia  Regional  Development  Act 
and  I  am  sure  has  strong  feelings  on 
this  matter. 

I  feel  very  strongly  that  we  have  to 
make  a  decision  in  this  Congress  as  to 
whether  we  are  going  to  be  consistent, 
or  the  least  bit  consistent,  with  respect 
to  our  concern  for  some  of  the  problem 
areas  of  the  country. 

I  think  it  is  generally  known  in  this 
body  by  those  who  have  served  here  for 
any  period  of  time  that  I  was  primarily 
responsible  for  the  defeat  of  the  area 
redevelopment  program.  I  make  no 
apology  for  this  act  on  my  part.  In  con¬ 
cert  with  a  number  of  individuals  who 
were  disenchanted  with  the  program,  I 
organized  a  sufficient  number  of  opposi¬ 
tion  votes  from  among  those  who  had 
previously  supported  the  legislation — 
particularly  from  the  areas  that  were 
supposedly  the  beneficiaries  of  the  Area 
Redevelopment  Act.  At  that  time,  the 
debate  in  this  body  took  this  particular 
turn.  It  was  suggested  that  the  program 
was  not  a  good  one  for  the  country  be¬ 
cause  it  did  not  help  the  disadvantaged 
areas  economically  and  it  made  its  funds 
available  on  a  50-State  basis  rather  than 
making  itself  fully  and  effectively  felt 
in  the  areas  of  greatest  need. 

As  a  result  of  that  action,  I  like  to 
think  that  we  played  and  perhaps  this 
Member  in  particular  played  a  great  part 
in  giving  birth  to  the  theory  of  regional 
development  to  the  disadvantaged  areas 
of  our  country  and  particularly  in 
fathering  the  Appalachia  Development 
Act.  It  was  felt  at  that  time  and  I  re¬ 
assert  that  position  here  today  that  the 
Nation  would  have  to  engage  in  a  rifle 
approach  with  respect  to  the  difficulties 
that  existed  in  the  problem  areas  of  the 
country. 

The  area  of  Appalachia  generally  was 
referred  to  as  an  area  which  was  ex¬ 
periencing  economic,  educational,  social 
and  cultural  underdevelopment.  That  it 
was  in  fact  a  depressed  area  of  our  Na¬ 
tion  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  Granted 
that  part  of  its  problems  were  a  direct 
result  of  the  failure  of  the  various  States 
to  provide  leadership  in  solving  the  prob¬ 
lems  from  within,  it  was  widely  adver¬ 
tised  as  an  area  of  our  country  suffering 


from  economic,  educational,  social  and 
cultural  blight.  It  was  used  as  an  example 
widely  throughout  the  Nation  as  an  area 
of  great  need  for  which  a  legitimate  func¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government  would 
permit  the  utilization  of  Federal  dollars 
to  bring  about  a  general  rebirth  of  op¬ 
portunity  in  the  areas  and  States  in¬ 
volved. 

I  believe  at  the  time  we  enacted  the 
Appalachia  Redevelopment  Act  that  it 
had  merit.  I  believe  that  it  has  merit  to¬ 
day.  I  cannot  conceive  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  would  do  violence  to  any  constitu¬ 
tional  concept  much  less  destroy  the 
sovereignty  of  the  individual  States.  The 
reason  for  my  observations  in  this  regard 
is  that  I  recognize  as  much  as  anybody 
in  this  Chamber  recognizes  that  the  pri¬ 
mary  responsibility  to  lead  this  area  of 
the  country  out  of  its  difficulties  is  basi¬ 
cally  the  responsibility  of  the  States 
themselves.  But  wherein  the  State  has 
failed  to  provide  the  leadership,  then  I 
believe  under  our  Constitution,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  a  secondary  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  move  in  and  to  do  the  job 
in  order  to  remove  any  area  of  economic, 
educational,  social  and  cultural  blight  as 
it  might  exist  in  the  country.  In  other 
words,  where  the  States  have  failed  and 
where  blighted  areas  such  as  Appalachia 
exist,  the  secondary  responsibility,  my 
friends,  falls  to  us  in  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  provide  the  wherewithal  and 
the  leadership  to  move  the  area  forward. 

If  we  do  not  do  it  or  if  we  fail  to  fund 
this  program  as  envisioned  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommendations,  and  if  we  fail 
to  follow  through  and  see  that  this  par¬ 
ticular  program  works — if  we  do  any¬ 
thing  that  materially  reduces  or  destroys 
the  effectiveness  of  the  program,  then  I 
believe  you  might  as  well  consider,  once 
and  for  all,  the  inclusion  of  this  part 
of  the  United  States  in  the  general  cate¬ 
gory  of  being  the  No.  1  welfare  area  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  moved  in  many  areas  in  a  geo¬ 
graphic  way  to  aid  in  its  growth  and 
progress  the  vast  areas  of  the  West  where 
development  was  encouraged  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  by  Federal  tax  dol¬ 
lars.  The  reclamation  programs  that  seek 
to  take  arid  land  and  make  it  producing 
land  have  done  so  under  several  Federal 
programs;  the  difficulty  of  the  State  of 
California  in  not  having  sufficient  wa¬ 
ter — as  well  as  the  Southwest  generally — 
is  a  case  in  point.  Water  was  brought  to 
the  areas  under  an  assortment  of  Federal 
programs  and  legislative  enactments. 
The  farmers  of  this  Nation  were  in  trou¬ 
ble  ;  Federal  dollars  were  used  to  encour¬ 
age  them  and  even  until  today  are  used 
to  subsidize  them  and  their  products.  The 
tremendous  investment  made  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  is  another  example  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  moving  in  with  Federal 
tax  dollars  to  help  advance  the  progress 
of  an  area  of  our  country.  A  further  ex¬ 
ample  could  be  enumerated  in  this  debate 
wherein  certain  areas  of  our  country 
have  benefited  from  various  Federal 
spending  programs.  Very  little  is  avail¬ 
able  to  the  area  of  Appalachia  in  the 
public  works  appropriation  bill  passed  so 
very  recently  by  this  House,  and  if  I 


might  use  a  particular  case  in  point — in 
the  military  authorization  bill,  not  only 
this  year,  but  for  the  last  8  years,  my 
State  of  West  Virginia  has  not  received 
one  dime  of  military  construction  funds 
while  a  large  majority  of  those  States 
whose  Representatives  today  oppose  this 
legislation  are  the  beneficiaries  not  only 
of  those  two  suggested  legislative  enact¬ 
ments,  but  who  share  tremendously  in 
the  defense  spending  dollar,  whereas  my 
State  and  Appalachia  generally  have 
very  little  if  any  share  in  the  defense 
dollar  that  is  spent  in  America  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
suggested  amendment  would  materially 
hamper  the  operation  of  the  program  in 
particular  areas  which  are  of  the  utmost 
importance.  Areas  concerning  sewage 
treatment  facilities,  mine  area  restora¬ 
tion,  vocational  education  facilities  and 
many  others.  Therefore,  I  urge  the  defeat 
of  this  amendment.  I  happen  to  believe 
that  if  we  want  to  do  something  for  the 
disadvantaged  areas  of  our  country  that 
we  should  do  everything  possible  to 
strengthen  and  to  materially  add  to  the 
tools  now  available  to  the  States  and 
areas  of  Appalachia  so  that  they  can, 
with  the  aid  of  the  Federal  tax  dollar, 
seize  this  opportunity  to  exercise  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  which  has  been  theirs,  but 
until  now  which  they  have  neglected. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MOORE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  yielding.  I  want  to  commend 
him  for  a  very  fine  statement  and  also 
for  the  consistent  record  he  has  made 
in  this  House  as  a  supporter  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act 
and  adequate  funding  for  it.  One  of  the 
inherent  evils  of  the  amendment  pend¬ 
ing  before  us  is  that  the  amendment  does 
not  identify  the  areas  in  which  they 
propose  to  put  this  $50  million  cut. 
Under  the  amendment  as  it  has  been 
presented  to  us  and  argued  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida,  the  entire  $50  mil¬ 
lion  could  be  put  into  vocational  educa¬ 
tion,  or  the  entire  $50  million  could  be 
put  into  a  field  such  as  water  pollution 
control.  In  fact,  when  you  go  through 
the  grant-in-aid  programs  that  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  funded  by  this  authorization, 
can  the  gentleman  identify  any  of  them 
in  which  the  Appalachian  region  is  not 
deficient  in  its  funding  and  in  need  of 
additional  funding  at  this  time? 

Mr.  MOORE  May  I  say  that  I  cannot. 
May  I  say  that  the  Appalachian  region 
has  a  tremendous  challenge  in  all  areas 
which  this  amendment  touches. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  has  expired. 

(Mr.  MOORE,  by  unanimous  consent, 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me  at  this  point? 

Mr.  MOORE.  I  would  prefer  that  the 
gentleman  from.New  York  permit  me  to 
finish  my  comment,  following  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Edmondson], 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  going  to 
be  able  to  rebuild  these  disadvantaged 
areas — and  they  are  disadvantaged 
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areas;  they  are  areas  of  economic  ,and 
educational  as  well  as  social  blight, 
brought  about  by,  as  I  say,  the  lack  of 
leadership  in  the  States  themselves  but, 
nevertheless,  if  we  are  to  follow  the  tenor 
of  this  amendment,  it  would  be  possible 
for  this  $50  mililon  which  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  cut  here,  to  come  entirely 
from  any  one  single  program  contained 
in  this  overall  program.  The  language  of 
the  amendment  does  not  limit  itself  to 
any  one  particular  program.  However, 
its  adoption  could  very  much  prejudice, 
for  instance,  the  area  of  vocational  edu¬ 
cation  as  well  as  the  sewage  treatment 
plant  facilities,  and  so  on  down  the  line. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOORE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  would  like  for  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  to  know 
that  I  favor  the  bill  as  presently  drawn 
and  that  I  oppose  the  amendment  which 
has  been  offered  to  delete  this  sum  of 
money. 

It  is  my  further  opinion  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  has  made  a 
very  appealing  case  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

However,  I  would  like  to  know  if  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  would  be 
good  enough  to  apply  the  statements 
which  the  gentleman  has  made  insofar 
as  they  affect  the  depressed  areas  of  the 
cities,  the  riot-torn  cities,  the  areas  of 
frustration  and  other  places  that  breed 
all  of  those  things  that  we  abhor? 

I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  is  aware  of  this  situation  that 
exists  in  the  pockets  of  poverty  through¬ 
out  the  cities  which  have  been  the  real 
reason  for  the  difficulties  that  we  have 
encountered — some  of  them  that  we  have 
already  experienced  and  which  we  may 
continue  to  experience.  I  would  like  to 
have  the  comments  of  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  upon  that  situation. 

Mr.  MOORE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  for  his  support. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  defeat  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  DENNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  in  order  for  me  to 
answer  some  of  the  questions  raised  by 
the  previous  colloquy? 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  shall  be  very  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmond¬ 
son]  has  made  considerable  out  of 
States’  rights,  and  I  compliment  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I,  naturally,  am  a  States’  Righter 
myself.  I  am  interested  in  the  various 
rights  of  the  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  this  amendment 
proposes  to  do,  if  adopted,  is  to  leave 
with  those  States  and  the  members  of 
this  Commission,  the  decision  where  they 
think  the  expenditures  could  be  more 
wisely  made,  instead  of  being  dictated  to 
by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
and  instead  of  the  Congress  dictating  to 
them  where  they  should  apply  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  these  funds. 


Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  is  designed  to  permit  the 
Commission  itself  to  make  this  decision 
as  to  where  the  cuts  should  be  made. 

We  are  being  dishonest  in  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  bill,  in  my  opinion,  in 
authorizing  $220  million,  when  we  know 
full  well  that  there  was  only  appropriated 
this  last  year  $59.35  million.  However, 
when  we  note  that  the  President  only 
asked  for  fiscal  year  1968  the  sum  of 
$64.2  million,  and  yet  we  have  an  au¬ 
thorization  of  $220  million  for  fiscal 
years  1968  and  1969;  thus  it  leaves  $156 
million  to  be  appropriated  in  fiscal  year 
1969.  We  appropriated  an  average  of  $55 
million  over  the  last  2  years,  but  yet  they 
are  asking  for  $64  million  this  year.  Con¬ 
gress,  everytime,  has  cut  the  President’s 
request. 

So  that  there  is  not  any  question  in 
my  mind  but  with  the  budgetary  prob¬ 
lems  we  have  in  1968  and  obviously  will 
have  in  1969,  that  we  are  offering  false 
hopes,  yes,  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  and  his  great  State,  and  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  who  just 
spoke,  and  his  great  State.  Yes,  in  the 
Appalachian  region  we  are  offering  false 
hopes.  We  know  that  we  are  going  to 
authorize  all  this  money  knowing  full 
well  it  is  not  going  to  be  appropriated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  let  us  for  once  be 
honest,  and  cut  down  this  bill  to  a  figure 
that  makes  sense,  and  one  that  is  rea¬ 
sonable,  knowing  full  well  we  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  triple  the  program  in  fiscal  year 
1969. 

Will  the  gentleman  yield  so  that  I  can 
make  just  one  further  comment? 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  is  to  the  effect 
that  the  amendment  will  have  on  the 
bill — somebody  said  we  could  spend  all 
the  funds  for  sewage  treatment.  There  is 
a  $6  million  maximum  limitation  in  the 
bill.  There  are  maximum  expenditure 
limitations  on  every  item.  It  is  not  a 
minimum,  it  is  the  maximum. 

So  we  could  not  possibly  spend,  out 
of  what  is  left  out  of  the  $50  million, 
more  than  $6  million,  for  sewage  treat¬ 
ment,  and  the  amounts  written  in  to 
limit  all  the  other  programs. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  says  this 
is  a  dishonest  approach.  I  do  not  see  how 
anybody  could  suggest  that  this  i:  a  dis¬ 
honest  approach  because  the  committee 
acted  upon  the  recommendations  of  the 
Governors.  The  Governors  of  the  States 
submitted  their  requirements;  we  took 
them  into  account;  and  wrote  a  bill  in 
keeping  with  their  needs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  yield  further  to  the 
distinguished  subcommittee  chairman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  To  come  here 
and  say  that  the  Congress  next  year  or 
the  following  year  is  not  going  to  make 
appropriations  is  not  a  matter  for  us  to 
decide  here  today.  Our  decision  should 
be  based  upon  the  testimony  of  the  re¬ 


quired  needs  and  the  programs  that  have 
been  accepted  by  four  Republican  Gov¬ 
ernors,  and  eight  Democratic  Governors. 

Does  the  gentleman  believe  that  the 
Governor  of  the  State  of  New  York  made 
a  dishonest  estimate  of  the  needs  of  his 
State? 

Does  the  gentleman  believe  that  Gov¬ 
ernor  Rhodes  of  Ohio  made  a  dishonest 
accounting  to  the  committee  for  his 
needs? 

Does  the  gentleman  believe  that  the 
other  two  Republican  Governors  in  sub¬ 
mitting  their  recommendations  to  the 
committee  were  dishonest? 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  here  today  to 
try  to  write  a  bill  based  upon  the  needs 
and  requirements  of  the  several  States 
involved. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  do  not  want  to  take 
up  all  of  the  gentleman’s  time,  but  $53 
million  is  authorized  for  the  next  2  years 
in  excess  of  what  was  appropriated  over 
the  last  2  years.  This  is  offering  a  false 
hope.  They  are  hoping  next  year’s  au¬ 
thorization  will  be  three  times  what  we 
are  appropriating  this  year. 

I  say  this  is  offering  false  hopes  to  these 
Governors  who  submitted  what  they  said 
was  needed,  but  it  is  wrong  to  believe 
those  people  are  going  to  get  that  kind 
of  money  when  they  are  not. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Nebraska  has  expired. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  say  that  I  appreciate  the  at¬ 
tention  the  Members  have  given  to  the 
words  that  I  have  not  as  yet  spoken. 

(Mr.  DENNEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Cramer)  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  an 
additional  2  minutes.) 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  it  is  time  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  put  a  halt  to  the  present  admin¬ 
istration  requesting  authorizations  for 
appropriations  for  huge  amounts  of 
money  for  widely  specialized  programs, 
and  then  when  the  chips  are  down  they 
come  in  and  ask  for  appropriations  to 
fund  those  programs  for  substantially 
lesser  amounts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many  things 
wrong  with  this  type  of  approach.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  two  of  them. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Florida  said, 
one  is  falsely  raised  hopes.  Second,  con¬ 
gressional  legislative  committees  have 
the  responsibility  to  insure  the  amounts 
authorized  for  a  particular  program  and 
have  a  reasonable  relationship  to  the  ex¬ 
pected  costs  of  that  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  arrived  at  one  or 
two  conclusions  on  this  situation;  either 
that  the  President  has  no  intention  of 
asking  for  full  funding  of  these  pro¬ 
grams,  or  he  plans  to  launch  a  hugely 
expanded  spending  program  in  a  year 
that,  interestingly  enough,  happens  to  be 
a  presidential  election  year. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  good  faith  of 
all  your  people  back  in  our  respective  dis¬ 
tricts  require  that  we  demand  efficient 
operation  of  the  program,  and  we  should 
see  that  the  level  of  commitments  for  the 
fiscal  year  1969  be  comparable  to  that 
which  the  budget  request  of  the  President 
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indicates  will  be  undertaken  during  fiscal 
year  1968. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  in  his  remarks,  just  con¬ 
cluded,  very,  very  accurately  and  very, 
very  honestly,  stated  that  our  responsi¬ 
bility  is  to  authorize  at  a  figure  that  rea¬ 
sonably  approximates  the  cost  of  a  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  figure  we  have  in  this  bill  is  a  fig¬ 
ure  that  reflects  the  best  information 
and  evidence  that  we  can  get  as  to  what 
the  cost  would  be.  That  is  the  level  we 
are  trying  to  establish  by  authorization, 
to  do  the  adequate  job  that  we  want  to  do 
with  regard  to  these  particular  grant-in- 
aid  programs. 

Is  it  our  responsibility  to  try  to  esti¬ 
mate  what  that  cost  is  going  to  be  and  to 
authorize  that  cost?  Or  do  we  bear  the 
responsibility,  which  apparently  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  believes  that  we  do 
bear,  to  make  an  authorization  that  is 
going  to  anticipate  what  the  appropria¬ 
tion  will  be? 

I  say  to  you,  consistently  the  role  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  down 
through  the  years  dealing  with  all  types 
of  projects  and  all  types  of  programs  has 
been  to  estimate,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  said,  what  the  cost  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  would  be,  and  what  we  should  set 
as  an  authorization  level  for  the  program. 

This  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do  when 
we  authorize  for  the  various  basin  proj¬ 
ects.  This  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do 
when  we  authorize  flood  control  projects 
and  when  we(  authorize  beach  erosion 
projects.  That  is  what  we  have  done.  But 
in  this  instance  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  is  asking  for  an  entirely  differ¬ 
ent  yardstick. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Is  it  not  true  that  it  is 
also  our  responsibility  to  authorize  the 
amount  of  funds  that  the  American  tax¬ 
payers  can  afford  to  pay  in  the  event 
the  authorized  funds  are  appropriated? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Of  course,  we  have 
to  keep  in  mind  continuously  the  ability 
of  the  Government  to  finance  these  dif¬ 
ferent  things.  This  is  a  factor  that  is 
considered  by  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  and  by  the  Congress  when  it 
acts  on  appropriations — just  as  it  is  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committees  that  deal  with 
the  authorizations. 

But  in  this  instance  it  should  be  clear¬ 
ly  borne  in  mind  that  we  do  not  offer 
a  false  hope  to  a  flood  control  project 
or  to  a  beach  erosion  project  or  to  a 
navigation  project  when  we  set  an  au¬ 
thorization  figure  that  reflects  the  cost 
of  that  project.  That  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  That 
is  what  we  have  uniformly  endeavored 
to  do  in  all  of  these  projects.  That  is 
what  we  are  trying  to  do  with  this  par¬ 
ticular  program. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  may  be 
entirely  right  in  saying  that  we  are  not 
going  to  be  able  to  appropriate  this 
money  in  the  year  that  it  Is  authorized 


for  in  this  bill  in  1969,  that  is  fiscal  year 
1969,  and  that  our  war  needs  may  be 
such  that  we  cannot  appropriate  up  to 
that  level. 

But  suppose  that  there  is  a  successful 
conclusion  of  the  Vietnam  conflict?  Sup¬ 
pose  we  do  not  have  the  heavy  burden 
of  the  Vietnam  war  on  our  hands?  That 
instead  there  are  the  problems  of  re¬ 
habilitation  and  readjustment  following 
the  termination  of  the  war  in  Vietnam. 
We  are  anticipating  that  eventuality 
with  this  appropriation  authorization  in 
this  bill. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  unreasonable  or 
unstatesmanlike  for  us  or  for  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  set  a  figure  that  leaves  flexi¬ 
bility  in  the  Congress  and  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  on  this 
particular  subject. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  defeated.  I  think  this 
amendment  strikes  directly  at  justified 
authorization  figures  for  health  needs, 
educational  needs,  and  for  the  various 
basic  community  facilities  needs  of 
Appalachia.  I  think  it  is  a  figure  that 
reflects  a  reasonable  approximation  of 
what  the  costs  are  going  to  be,  just  as 
the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  said  that 
it  should. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  and  recommendation  will 
be  supported  and  that  the  committee 
figure  will  be  sustained  and  that  the 
amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  You  and  I  are  both  from 
the  Midwest.  Do  you  not  believe  that 
in  any  Federal-State  partnership  pro¬ 
gram,  which  in  effect  this  amounts  to, 
that  we  should  never  hold  out  an  open 
door  to  any  segment  of  the  country  or 
to  any  classification  of  people  other  than 
to  say  that  we  stand  ready  and  willing 
to  help,  but  we  are  not  going  to  take  the 
entire  load?  Do  you  not  believe  that  it 
is  possible  that  if  we  would  cut  down  on 
this  authorization,  the  States  involved 
would  try  to  perform  more  self-help 
than  they  are  now  doing? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Obviously  I  do  not 
agree  with  the  gentleman  in  the  instance 
of  the  amendment  before  us. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  hot 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.']  Eighty-five 
Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum.  The 
Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 


lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  252] 

Adair 

Feighan 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

Aspinall 

Foley 

Pirnie 

Baring 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Riegle 

Bell 

Fuqua 

Rivers 

Blatnik 

Goodell 

Rumsfeld 

Brademas 

Green,  Oreg. 

St  Germain 

Broomfield 

Grover 

Saylor 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Sikes 

Cederberg 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Celler 

Hebert 

Ullman 

Clawson,  Del 

Irwin 

Willis 

Cohelan 

McMillan 

Wilson, 

Conyers 

Miller,  Calif. 

Charles  H. 

Daddario 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Wolff 

Dent 

Dorn 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Multer 

Murphy,  N.Y. 
Nedzi 

Wyatt 

September  lip,  1967 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Bolling) 
having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Price  of 
Illinois,  Chaiiman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
S.  602,  and  finding  itself  without  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  394  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr-KEEl. 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat  again 
that  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  reduce  the  $220  million  by  $50 
million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  con¬ 
sidered  this  very,  very  carefully.  There 
has  not  been  a  single  application  filed 
for  these  benefits  except  those  that  came 
in  from  the  States  to  request  this  finan¬ 
cial  aid,  this  financial  assistance.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  not  entirely  accurate  to  say 
that  the  people  are  being  led  down  a 
blind  alley,  and  that  is  what  was  said 
here  before  I  asked  for  time. 

If  we  should  authorize  the  funds 
available  and  this  House  approves  these 
funds  on  the  authorization  level,  they 
still  have  to  go  to  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  actual  appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair 
to  cut  our  people  down  after  the  long 
hard  work  they  have  put  in  to  improve 
their  conditions  and  working  from  the 
grassroots  as  they  have. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  very 
strongly  oppose  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  distinguished  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer], 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  dean  of  the  West  Virginia  dele¬ 
gation  [Mr.  Staggers]. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  too 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

I  wish  to  concur  in  the  remarks  of  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  I  believe  it  would  be  inappropriate 
at  this  time  to  cut  the  funds  for  this 
program. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know  whether 
to  be  for  the  amendment  on  the  ground 
that  it  cuts  some;  or  to  be  against  it 
because  it  does  not  cut  enough. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  amendment 
will  cut  out  enough  money — to  take  care 
of  all  the  money  that  this  Commission 
spends  in  their  meetings. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Jones]  knows  where  this 
Appalachia  Commission  meets? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  do  not  have 
an  accounting  of  the  location  of  their 
meetings. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Let  me  tell  the  gentleman, 
I  could  not  get  an  accounting.  I  asked  for 
one,  but  when  this  arrogant  pipsqueak, 
Mr.  Sweeney,  was  chairman,  or  Federal 
cochairman,  I  tried  to  call  him  on  several 
occasions  and  I  found  that  he  was  at  a 
meeting  of  the  Appalachia  Commission. 
One  time  the  meeting  was  in  such  a 
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poverty-stricken  place  like  Sea  Island, 
Ga.  Another  time  they  were  helping  the 
poor  people  at  a  place  called  Hot  Springs, 
Va.  I  am  told  that  they  also  went  to  such 
a  pocket  of  poverty  as  Gatlinburg,  Tenn., 
and  also  White  Sulphur  Springs,  W.  Va. 

Now  I  do  not  know  how  much  money 
they  spend  doing  that  and  going  to 
places  like  that,  but  it  becomes  pretty 
obvious  that  this  Commission  meets  and 
they  have  met  where  they  can  talk  about 
doing  something  for  the  poor. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  am  sure  the 
Governors  of  the  respective  States  paid 
for  their  own  travel. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Are  you  sure  about  that? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  am  not 
positive. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  would  not  advise  the 
gentleman  to  bet  on  that.  He  would  prob¬ 
ably  find  out  and  he  would  lose  his 
money.  I  happen  to  know  something 
about  Governors  of  States. 

These  people  keep  fairly  quiet  where 
they  meet.  Newspapers  being  like  they 
are,  you  would  assume  that  you  could 
find  it  so  that  you  could  read  about  it  in 
the  press. 

If  your  committee  met  down  at  Sea 
Island,  Ga.,  and  you  took  them  down 
there,  I  imagine  it  would  make  head¬ 
lines  ;  would  it  not? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes;  and  I 
imagine  not  only  the  Commission  would 
make  headlines  but  I  am  sure  quite  a 
number  of  Members  of  Congress  would 
make  headlines  if  they  made  an  ac¬ 
counting  of  the  hostelries  that  they  often 
visit. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  assume  they  pay  out  of 
their  own  funds. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  would  as¬ 
sume  that. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Therefore,  did  this  Com¬ 
mission  pay  their  own  expenses? 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  I  am  aware,  as  the 
gentleman  says,  that  the  Appalachian 
Commission  has  met  in  Georgia  and  that 
they  met  at  Jekyll  Island  and  at  Sea  Is¬ 
land,  Ga.,  and  that  they  met  there  at  the 
invitation  of  the  former  Governor  of 
Georgia,  Gov.  Carl  Sanders,  to  come 
down  and  be  his  guest. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Did  he  pay  for  their  fare 
down  there  and  for  their  stay  there  or 
did  he  just  invite  them  to  come  down 
to  Sea  Island? 

You  know  I  go  down  to  Tennessee  every 
once  in  a  while  to  a  horse  sale  and  they 
invite  you  and  send  you  a  letter  of  in¬ 
vitation.  Do  you  know  how  the  invitation 
reads?  It  says,  “Keep  Tennessee  green — 
bring  money.” 

Did  they  send  that  kind  of  an  invita¬ 
tion,  or  did  they  send  the  money? 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  I  do  not  know  about 
that,  but  all  I  know,  as  the  gentleman 
well  knows,  is  that  the  Governor  of 
Georgia  is  a  member  of  this  Commission. 

Mr.  HAYS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  The  Governor  of  each 
State~-is  a  member  as  well  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Ohio — and  that  might  have 
something  to  do  with  the  way  the  gen¬ 
tleman  feels  about  this.  Maybe  the  gen¬ 
tleman  did  not  want  the  Governor  of 
Ohio  to  go  there. 


Mr.  HAYS.  I  think  it  would  be  nice — 
you  know,  this  Commission  is  set  up  by 
Federal  law.  Mr.  Sweeney’s  expenses  ob¬ 
viously  were  paid  out  of  some  of  the 
funds  we  are  being  asked  to  authorize, 
or  rather  some  of  the  funds  that  we  did 
authorize.  I  think  it  would  be  only  fair 
if  a  Member  of  Congress  asked  for  a  list 
of  the  meeting  places  that  they  supply 
it.  Do  you  know  what  Mr.  Sweeney  said 
to  me?  He  said,  “That  is  none  of  your 
business.  You  vote  the  money  and  we 
will  handle  the  allocation  of  it.  I  do  not 
know  whether  your  committee  has  any 
oversight  or  not.” 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man,  however,  should  note  the  fact  that 
the  item  we  are  talking  about  is  the 
item  for  grants-in-aid  for  various  pro¬ 
grams  like  vocational  training  and  like 
higher  education  facilities  and  things  of 
that  sort,  and  we  are  not  talking  about 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  now.  We  are  talking  about  grants- 
in-aid. 

Mr.  HAYS.  If  the  gentleman  will  let 
me  have  a  minute  of  my  own  time,  I  un¬ 
derstood  this  could  be  applied  to  any 
place  they  wanted  to  cut.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  say  to  me  that  he  will  offer 
a  substantial  cut  in  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  he  might  get  me  to  vote  for  that 
amendment,  and  it  is  even  possible  I 
might  consider  voting  for  the  bill.  I  think 
75  or  80  percent  of  the  area  of  my  district 
is  in  Appalachia  and  75  percent  of  the 
population,  and  the  benefits  that  we  have 
gotten  out  of  Appalachia  are  negligible. 
They  are  talking  about  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  proceed  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  3  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object - 

Mr.  HAYS.  Go  ahead  and  object. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  will  not  object.  It  is 
senseless,  because  the  gentleman  has  al¬ 
ready  made  the  request.  But  I  think 
there  is  some  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
Members  to  go  ahead  with  this  bill  this 
afternoon,  and  I  would  hope  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  Members  will  limit  themselves  to 
the  time  allotted. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  say  to  my  distinguished 
friend  that  I  have  yielded  more  than 
half  of  my  time  to  others,  and  I  would 
like  to  shed  a  little  light  on  this  bill  if 
it  is  possible. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  point  I 
wanted  to  make  is  that  the  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  item  of  the  Commission 
is  covered  on  page  32  of  the  bill,  section 


105(b),  and  the  item  we  are  talking 
about  has  to  do  with  grants-in-aid. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  am  well  aware  of  that. 
What  are  you  trying  to  do,  filibuster  on 
my  time? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  point  I  wish 
to  make - 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  do  not  yield  any  further. 
I  would  like  to  say  a  few  things  about 
this  bill."' You  talk  about  building  high¬ 
ways.  They  are  going  to  build  a  highway 
clear  across  the  State  of  West  Virginia, 
they  say.  Let  me  tell  you  about  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  its  highway  program.  They 
have  15  miles  on  Interstate  70,  and  that 
is  the  part  of  the  Federal  highway  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  been  in  effect  lo  these 
many  years,  and  the  biggest  single  bot¬ 
tleneck  in  the  United  States  on  any  Fed¬ 
eral  highway  is  in  West  Virginia  on  that 
15-mile  stretch. 

Why,  they  have  not  even  had  the  am¬ 
bition  to  come  down  to  Washington  with 
a  bag  and  take  home  their  90  percent. 

You  had  better  get  an  Appalachian 
bill,  because  if  they  are  going  to  build 
any  highways,  I  promise  you  they  will 
have  to  have  all  the  money  and  then  be 
paid  to  come  and  get  it. 

I  know  about  West  Virginia.  I  have 
been  there  lots  of  times.  I  am  a  neigh¬ 
bor  to  it.  My  mother  came  from' there. 
I  do  not  know  whether  they  know  the 
northern  panhandle  is  part  of  the  State 
or  not.  For  20  years  or  longer  they  have 
had  a  law  providing  that  you  cannot  buy 
liquor  by  the  drink,  and  there  was  not 
a  bar,  hotel,  or  restaurant  in  the  whole 
northern  panhandle  that  has  not  been 
selling  it  openly  for  20  years. 

It  is  not  part  of  Ohio.  It  is  not  part 
of  Pennsylvania.  The  map  says  it  be¬ 
longs  to  West  Virginia.  But  they  do  not 
believe  it. 

You  know,  I  would  even  vote  for  this 
Appalachian  bill,  bad  as  it  is,  if  I  felt 
they  would  build  that  15  miles  of  Inter¬ 
state  70.  Why,  they  can  get  90  percent 
of  the  money  and  the  Appalachia  bill 
would  give  them  10  percent  for  building. 
I  will  vote  for  the  bill  if  you  put  that 
amendment  in  there. 

They  are  going  to  build  a  road  in 
Ohio.  I  got  a  letter.  I  asked  them  how 
much  of  it  they  built.  Do  you  know  wnat 
the  story  is  on  this  big  highway  they 
are  going  to  retread?  They  have  6  miles 
of  it  under  plan.  That  is  what  they  have 
done  under  Appalachia  in  Ohio. 

Then  they  want  to  make  everyone  feel 
good  and  make  sui-e  I  was  for  the  bill. 
So  they  gave  every  school  in  my  district 
some  money.  Every  school  in  Appalachia 
got  some  money,  all  of  them. 

It  figured  out  to  about  50  cents  a  stu¬ 
dent.  That  is  going  to  help  them  learn 
about  poverty  and  how  to  beat  it.  I  can 
send  them  some  copies  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  about  Appalachia  for 
nothing,  and  they  will  learn  more  than 
that. 

I  voted  for  these  programs.  I  was  one  of 
the  enthusiastic  workers  for  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program.  I  went  to  the  meeting 
in  Athens. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

PREFERENTIAL  MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HAYS 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
preferential  motion. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hays  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the  en¬ 
acting  clause  be  stricken  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  how 
to  get  time  around  here.  I  have  not 
watched  John  Rankin  and  H.  R.  Gross 
all  these  years  for  nothing. 

As  far  as  this,  as  I  was  saying,  I  was 
for  this  bill,  I  was  for  the  program,  be¬ 
cause  we  needed  something  in  Appa¬ 
lachia.  This  is  like  a  lot  of  other  pro¬ 
grams  we  have  voted  for  here  in  Congress. 

I  have  made  the  statement  on  the  floor 
before,  and  I  make  it  again.  Congress 
does  not  pass  too  many  bad  laws.  By  the 
time  a  law  goes  through  the  committee, 
through  the  majority  and  minority, 
comes  on  the  floor,  goes  through  the 
amending  process,  and  goes  to  the  other 
body,  we  do  not  pass  too  many  bad  laws. 
But  we  sure  get  a  lot  of  sorry  adminis¬ 
tration  downtown. 

That  is  what  has  happened  on  this 
Appalachian  program.  The  concept  was 
all  right.  The  idea  was  not  bad.  The  pro¬ 
gram  needed  to  be  done.  But  it  h&s  not 
been  administered  very  well. 

I  have  no  assurance  that  it  is  going  to 
be  administered  any  better  in  the  future. 

I  think  probably  the  best  way  to  wake 
up  some  of  the  bureaucrats  is  to  cut  the 
program  off,  fire  them  all,  and  then  start 
all  over. 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  a  coinci¬ 
dence  that  the  AID  bill  came  up  in  the 
one  week  in  the  year  when  I  had  promised 
to  take  my  little  girl  to  the  horse  show, 
but  it  did.  It  only  passed  by  eight  votes. 
I  will  tell  the  Members  something  'about 
AID.  The  only  way  we  are  going  to  cure 
that  program  is  to  kill  it.  Why  do  I  say 
that?  I  voted  for  it  for  18  years.  I  be¬ 
lieved  in  the  principle  of  it.  But  they 
have  so  many  sorry  people  hanging  on 
under  civil  service  that  they  cannot  get 
rid  of,  so  the  only  way  we  can  ever 
cure  it,  is  to  kill  it,  then  a  year  later  start 
it  over,  and  then  put  in  some  people  who 
will  work. 

Let  us  kill  this  one  now.  That  is  why 
I  pulled  this  thing  out  of  my  pocket.  I 
think  this  is  the  time  to  kill  it,  early  in 
the  game,  and  get  some  people  in  who 
will  do  something.  I  have  no  faith  in  the 
kind  of  administration  it  is  getting,  any 
more  than  I  have  faith  in  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads. 

Some  idiot  down  there  agreed  to  build 
a  four-lane  modern  highway  from  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  to  Breezewood,  Pa.,  to  fun¬ 
nel  all  that  traffic  on  the  overworked 
Pennsylvania  Turnpike  to  New  Stanton, 
the  most  dangerous  segment  of  highway 
in  the  world  for  the  traffic  it  is  bearing. 
I  do  not  mind  the  85 -cent  toll.  I  would 
pay  them  twice  that  if  the  highway  were 
safe  to  travel  on,  but  it  is  the  particular 
highway  program  which  is  run  by  this 
same  committee,  and  it  is  here  with  Ap¬ 
palachia,  that  allowed  them  to  do  this 
thing.  For  85  miles  Interstate  70  goes 
over  the  Pennsylvania  Turnpike,  carry¬ 
ing  additional  heavy  traffic  added  to  all 
the  traffic  there  is  on  that  road.  If  any 
Members  think  that  is  not  suicide  alley, 
try  to  drive  it  some  Sunday  afternoon 


and  see  how  many  dead  bodies  there  are 
in  the  85  miles. 

I  do  not  know  whether  there  is  any 
cure  for  administration  around  here.  I 
know  when  I  tried  to  pass  a  bill — it  did 
pass  here,  but  it  died  in  the  other  body — 
to  put  a  selection-out  system  in  the  State 
Department,  there  were  an  awful  lot  of 
cries  around  here  about  how  I  was  rap¬ 
ing  civil  service.  Civil  service  has  about 
the  same  virtue  around  here,  when  we 
say  the  word,  as  “motherhood”  and 
“maidenhood”  have,  but  the  acid  test 
would  come — and  I  have  asked  a  lot  of 
times  for  this  body  to  do  this — if  all  the 
people  who  shed  so  many  tears  over  civil 
service,  who  really  believe  in  it,  would 
bring  in  a  bill  to  put  their  office  staffs 
under  civil  service.  Are  there  any  volun¬ 
teers?  I  will  tell  you  why  there  are  not 
any  volunteers.  It  is  because  if  we  had 
our  offices  staffed  with  typical  civil 
service  workers,  we  would  not  be  here 
after  the  next  election. 

The  New  York  Times  said  that  I  took 
on  all  the  Government  workers  and 
called  them  a  bunch  of  sloths.  That  word 
is  not  in  my  vocabulary,  because  it  is  too 
difficult  to  pronounce.  What  I  did  say, 
and  I  will  repeat  again,  is  that  I  para¬ 
phrased  Churchill  by  saying — it  is  a  bad 
paraphrase,  but  it  is  apt — “Never  have 
I  seen  so  many  who  did  so  little  for  so 
much  money.” 

Of  course,  the  Members  would  not  be 
here  if  they  had  civil  service  workers  in 
their  offices,  because "  their  mail  would 
not  get  answered,  and  their  constitu¬ 
ents  would  think  they  were  not  here, 
and  they  would  want  to  send  somebody 
down  here  who  would  answer  the  mail. 

.  But  we  are  entrusting  these  millions 
to  these  kinds  of  people,  who  tell  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  “Don’t  bother  calling 
up  here.  You  vote  the  money.  We  ad¬ 
minister  the  bill.” 

I  would  not  even  mind  that,  I  will  tell 
the  truth,  for  I  wish  I  never  had  to  call 
one  of  them.  A  Member  of  Congress 
would  not  have  to  call  them  if  they  did 
their  jobs.  We  have  to  call  them  because 
they  do  not  do  their  jobs,  because  some¬ 
body  has  put  in  an  application  and  has 
not  heard  from  them. 

I  hardly  ever  call  them  and  ask  them 
to  approve  an  application.  I  just  ask 
them  to  give  me  an  answer.  Try  to  get 
an  answer  from  them. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  merely 
to  try  to  put  this  into  proper  focus.  I 
believe  it  is  important  for  all  of  us  to 
understand  exactly  what  the  Cramer 
amendment  would  affect  and  what  it 
would  not  affect. 

In  the  first  place,  all  of  us  ought  to 
understand  clearly  that  the  Cramer 
amendment  has  nothing  whatsoever  to 
do  with  administrative  expenses. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  Members  to 
page  32  of  the  bill,  wherein  the  amounts 
for  the  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Commission  are  clearly  set  forth  and  are 
limited  by  the  terms  of  the  bill  to  not 
more  than  $1.7  million  for  the  2-year 
fiscal  period. 

I  further  invite  attention  to  page  54  of 
the  bill,  wherein  is  provided  a  further 
limitation  applying  to  local  administra¬ 
tive  expense.  None  of  these  administra¬ 


tive  expenses  are  involved  in  the  item 
against  which  the  Cramer  amendment 
would  apply. 

The  amount  that  is  in  question,  the 
$220  million,  is  the  guts  of  the  bill.  This 
is  the  amount  the  gentleman  from  Flori¬ 
da  would  cut. 

He  would  cut  it  not  5  percent,  and  not 
6  percent,  as  some  of  our  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  have  been  trying  to 
do  on  most  of  the  bills  which  has  come 
up  this  year.  He  would  cut  the  commit¬ 
tee-approved  figure  by  almost  25  percent. 
And  this  cut  would  apply  not  against 
administrative  expenses  as  some  of  the 
discussion  might  indicate.  It  would  apply 
against  the  very  heart  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  What  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  before  the  House? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  preferential  mo¬ 
tion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Hays!. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
not  a  point  of  order.  I  do  not  want  to 
yield  to  that  point,  because  I  am  discuss¬ 
ing  the  mater  which  has  a  bearing  on  our 
vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  yield  for  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
believe  I  wish  to  yield  for  that  kind  of 
a  parliamentary  statement. 

I  am  talking  about  what  we  are  get¬ 
ting  ready  to  vote  on.  That  is  what  all  of 
the  Members  want  to  know  about. 

Let  me  tell  what  would  be  cut.  Voca¬ 
tional  schools  would  be  cut.  That  is  what 
would  be  cut.  Do  the  Members  want  to 
cut  vocational  education?  Do  they  want 
to  make  it  impossible  for  those  who  are 
disadvantaged  in  the  area  of  Appa¬ 
lachia — yes,  Ohio  and  West  Virginia  and 
those  areas  where  they  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  pull  themselves  into  the 
last  third  of  the  20th  century  because 
they  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  train 
themselves — to  go  to  school?  If  that  is 
what  the  Members  want  to  cut,  that  is 
what  they  are  getting  ready  to  cut.  And 
they  are  getting  ready  to  cut  it  by  a  meat 
axe  approach. 

The  amendment  would  cut  health 
centers,  in  a  part  of  the  United  States 
where  public  health  care  is  lower  than  in 
the  rest  of  the  country.  Do  the  Members 
want  to  cut  that  money? 

Let  us  understand  exactly  what  we  are 
asked  to  cut.  That  is  the  kind  of  thing 
we  are  asked  to  cut.  If  the  Members  vote 
for  the  amendment,  that  is  what  is  going 
to  be  cut. 

This  will  cut  the  program  for  reforest¬ 
ation  in  this  area  which  has  depended 
all  through  the  years  on  forest  products, 
where  the  growing  and  marketing  and 
transporting  of  hardwood  lumber  no 
longer  is  viable  in  the  economy. 

Do  the  Members  want  to  make  it  im¬ 
possible  for  those  people  to  pull  them¬ 
selves  up  by  their  bootstraps?  If  that  is 
what  they  want  to  do,  that  is  what  they 
will  do  by  cutting  these  items. 
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Let  us  understand  that  we  are  asked 
by  the  Cramer  amendment  to  cut  the 
program  to  help  the  marginal  farmers. 
We  are  asked  to  cut  the  program  to  help 
those  who  want  vocational  education  so 
that  they  can  hold  a  job,  in  this  day 
when  the  average  industrial  worker  has 
to  change  his  job  15  times  in  the  course 
of  his  career  and  be  reclaimed  three 
times  in  the  course  of  his  career. 

That  is  what  would  be  cut.  Let  us 
understand  what  would  be  cut. 

Aside  from  the  highway  program 
which  is  authorized  in  a  separate  sec¬ 
tion,  we  are  asked  to  cut  the  real  heart 
of  the  Appalachia  program. 

This  amendment  would  cut  it  by  a  lop¬ 
sided  $50  million. 

That  is  what  is  at  issue  here.  There¬ 
fore,  I  urge  you  to  vote  down  the  pref¬ 
erential  motion  and  the  amendment. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  For  the  record,  it 
should  also  be  clear  that  this  $50  million 
in  the  Cramer  amendment  comes  on  top 
of  a  $53  million  cut  already  totaled 
against  the  items  that  go  into  this  $220 
million  figure,  which  was  a  cut  made  in 
the  committee  itself.  This  brings  the 
total  cut  in  the  Senate  figure  to  over 
$100  million. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  The  gentleman  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct.  The  House  Committee  on 
Public  Works  already  has  trimmed  these 
figures  by  $53  million  in  order  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  gentlemen  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle.  We  felt  we  made  a  good  and 
reasonable  and  prudent  cut.  If  this  ad¬ 
ditional  cut  were  voted  that  is  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
it  would  amount  to  a  $103  million  cut 
below  the  amount  voted  by  the  other 
body.  If  that  is  what  you  want  to  do — 
that  is,  cut  it  by  one-third  in  a  meat-ax 
approach,  cut  the  meat  and  potatoes  of 
the  program,  then  go  ahead  and  vote  for 
the  Cramer  amendment.  But,  do  not 
make  a  mistake  about  it,  that  is  what 
you  are  doing. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Jones  of  Ala¬ 
bama)  there  were — ayes  78,  noes  86. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Hays  and 
Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
108,  noes  118. 

So  the  preferential  motion  was 
rejected. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  today’s  Washington 
Post  there  appeared  an  article  showing 
how  many  jobs  today  were  dependent 
upon  the  war  in  Vietnam.  It  has  been 
my  view,  and  it  is  now,  that  the  jobs 
should  not  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
war  in  Vietnam,  and  that  it  is  almost  an 
insult  to  the  American  people  to  indicate 


that  war  should  be  considered  in  con¬ 
nection  with  jobs  that  it  might  create  on 
a  temporary  basis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  it  well  at  this 
point  to  just  stop  and  think  a  little  bit 
about  what  is  pending  before  this 
Committee. 

First,  this  is  a  cut  in  an  authorization. 
Now,  doubtless  when  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  does  meet  it  will  take  into 
consideration  the  present  state  of  the 
Treasury,  the  present  conditions  that  we 
have  in  the  fiscal  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  on  two  subcom¬ 
mittees  that  deal  directly  with  this  sub¬ 
ject.  I  say  that  since  six  counties  are 
added  to  my  district  it  has  caused  me  to 
give  more  attention  to  the  subject  matter 
than  heretofore.  I  also  say  that  the  de¬ 
bate  which  has  occurred  here  on  the 
floor  has  also  given  me  an  insight  as  to 
what  we  on  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  should  do  in  supervising  the 
actions  under  this  program. 

But  let  me  say  this:  Today  there  are 
two  or  three  things  that  I  believe  are 
major  trouble  spots  throughout  the 
United  States.  One  of  them  is  in  the 
cities.  One  of  the  major  reasons  offered 
by  many  people,  although  I  believe  per¬ 
haps  the  courts’  actions  have  gone  ahead 
of  everything  else,  is  the  fact  that 
through  mechanization  and  through 
other  actions  we  are  having  more  and 
more  rural  people  go  to  the  cities  un¬ 
trained  to  carry  on  jobs  in  industry. 

This  cut  would  cut  the  authorization 
for  such  training. 

There  is  another  problem  that  we  have, 
and  that  is  the  people  leave  rural  areas 
and  go  to  the  cities  when  there  is  inade¬ 
quate  housing.  This  is  the  one  area  where 
there  would  be  some  chance  to  bring 
about  an  improvement  in  rural  condi¬ 
tions  which  might  cause  people  to  stay 
in  the  rural  areas. 

Third,  this  is  the  one  bill  where  the 
Governors  of  the  States  can  have  a  say 
as  to  what  comes  into  their  States,  and  I 
say  here  and  now  that  if  there  is  a  poor 
program  in  any  State,  the  Governor  of 
that  State  is  responsible  in  that  he  has 
the  right  to  approve  what  comes  into  his 
State,  or  in  fact  he  has  to  refuse  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  get  down  to  brass 
tacks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  candidly  I  have 
studied  this  problem  and,  as  the  Mem¬ 
bers  know,  I  have  sat  on  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  since  1943,  and  on  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Appro¬ 
priations,  and  I  have  had  many  of  my 
colleagues  from  all  over  the  United 
States  come  in  and  ask  help  for  water¬ 
shed  treatment  in  their  areas,  asking  for 
water  loans  in  their  areas,  and  I  trust 
and  hope  our  subcommittee  has  been  fair 
to  all  of  the  United  States. 

I  ask  my  friends,  do  you  know  that 
the  request  from  the  State  of  Florida 
alone  for  flood  control  will  exceed  the 
total  amount  of  this  bill?  And  we  sit 
on  that  committee,  and  do  our  very  best 
to  help  them.  But  because  Appalachia 
does  not  have  a  harbor  like  Tampa,  or 
like  Jacksonville,  or  an  inland  water¬ 
way,  or  because  the  Appalachian  area 
does  not  have  a  New  York  City  Harbor  or 
a  San  Francisco  City  Harbor,  are  we 
saying  that  this  region  of  the  country. 


with  all  the  adverse  circumstances  this 
area  has,  is  not  to  have  any  Federal  pro¬ 
gram  or  Federal  assistance  notwith¬ 
standing  that  annually  we  appropriate 
any  amount  of  money,  almost,  to  handle 
the  harbors  of  this  country  in  those 
areas  where  they  are  so  fortunate  as  to 
have  them? 

Let  me  point  out  to  you  here  so  that 
you  will  know,  last  year  as  a  result  of 
Federal  appropriations  which  were  for 
harbors  and  navigable  streams  being 
opened  up,  that  573  million  tons  of  traffic 
were  handled. 

This  area  that  we  are  referring  to  here 
has  its  problems  as  a  matter  of  geog¬ 
raphy.  It  has  its  problems  as  a  matter 
of  time — because  they  have  slipped  be¬ 
hind. 

It  has  problems  because  small  farm¬ 
ing  is  out — and  it  requires  big  acreage. 

It  has  its  problems  because  of  a  lack 
of  adequate  resources. 

Now  if  you  go  further  and  penalize 
them,  why  just  consider  the  work  done  on 
harbors,  rivers,  and  navigation  in  areas 
from  which  many  of  our  colleagues  who 
are  doing  the  speaking  here  today  come 
from. 

Remember  again  that  this  is  an  au¬ 
thorization.  Are  you  going  to  lower  the 
boom  on  what  is  possible?  Let  me  give 
you  a  little  homely  illustration,  if  I 
may.  Someone  has  said  that  if  the  war 
was  over,  we  would  have  a  real  depres¬ 
sion.  That  is  not  ti*ue,  if  we  were  smart 
enough  to  direct  this  extra  effort  into 
public  works  and  efforts  to  develop  our 
own  country  so  that  we  would  have  a 
richer  country.  Keep  in  mind  that  this 
is  an  authorization. 

I,  for  one,  can  assure  you  that  I  would 
give  all  I  have  to  try  to  bring  order  out 
of  chaos  if  it  existed. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  would  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  he  has  made  a  very  persuasive 
speech  as  an  enthusiast  in  favor  of  this 
bill,  since  he  has  his  counties  in  it — as  I 
was  in  the  beginning  when  mine  were  in 
it — and  I  would  feel  exactly  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  does  now  if  I  had  not  had  the 
experience  that  I  have  had  with  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  can  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  feelings.  I  do  not  know  of 
anybody  in  this  Congress  who  is  more 
candid.  But  I  say  that  the  answer  is  not 
in  lowering  the  ceiling  when  it  is  not  pos¬ 
sible.  The  answer  is  in  the  control  of  the 
appropriation  in  the  hearings  rather 
than  in  lowering  the  ceiling.  So  I  would 
say  that  I  would  defeat  this  amendment 
and  assure  the  gentleman  that  I  will  do 
all  I  can  to  bring  as  much  order  out  of 
chaos  as  possible. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  appreciate  the  assurance 
of  the  gentleman.  I  think  if  he  does  that, 
and  I  am  sure  he  will  if  he  says  he  will, 
it  will  be  very  helpful. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  certainly  will. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  has  made  a  real 
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contribution  in  pointing  out  that  where 
there  are  problems  in  connection  with 
the  administration  of  this  program,  you 
can  go  directly  to  the  Governors  of  the 
States  who  are  responsible  for  the  han¬ 
dling  of  these  problems. 

Most  of  the  Members  of  the  Congress 
who  represent  districts  in  Appalachia  are 
not  only  supporting  this  bill,  but  en¬ 
thusiastically  supporting  it. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  a  single  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Congress  including  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  who 
came  before  our  committee  when  we 
held  public  hearings  to  hear  Members  of 
Congress  in  connection  with  this  who 
came  in  and  testified  against  it. 

To  me,  it  is  rather  indicative,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  entire  Appalachia  area  are 
supporting  this  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  correct.  Of 
course,  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  we  do 
not  need  to  look  into  the  administration 
of  this  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer], 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chai- 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Cramer  and 
Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  ,102, 
noes 100. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  HARVEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  speak  out  of  order  and  to 
revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  Au¬ 
gust  29  of  this  year  the  Secretary  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  made 
a  statement  on  Republican  opposition 
to  the  rent  supplement  and  model  cities 
appropriations.  I  was  shocked  to  read 
this  statement,  for  it  was  a  bitter,  par¬ 
tisan,  and  personal  attack  upon  the 
minority  leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan,  the  Honorable  Gerald  R. 
Ford.  I  was  even  more  shocked  to  learn 
that  the  Secretary  had  mailed  this  state¬ 
ment  in  the  form  of  a  press  release,  at 
Government  expense,  all  across  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  of  my  colleagues 
who  served  in  the  previous  Congress 
know  of  my  position  on  the  rent  supple¬ 
ment  program.  I  served  on  the  Housing 
Subcommittee  which  first  reported  out 
this  novel  approach  to  low-income  hous¬ 
ing.  I  first  opposed  the  rent  supplement 
program  until  the  regulations  under 
which  it  was  administered  were  revised 
to  make  certain  that  the  assistance  it 
provided  would  go  to  truly  low-income 
families.  Since  that  time  I  have  whole¬ 
heartedly  supported  the  program. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  though  I  support 
this  program  with  enthusiasm,  I  am  the 
first  to  recognize  that  it  is  one  on  which 
reasonable  people  can  disagree.  There 
are  persuasive  arguments  that  can  be 
made  not  only  for  the  rent  supplement 
program,  but  also  for  public  housing  and 
the  proposed  National  Home  Ownership 
Foundation  as  suggested  by  Senator 
Percy,  of  Illinois. 


I  happen  to  believe  that  all  three 
methods  are  useful  and  that  the  need 
for  all  of  them  is  great.  Secretary  Weaver 
apparently  believes  that  only  the  rent 
supplement  program  and  public  housing 
are  the  proper  means.  Our  minority 
leader,  Jerry  Ford,  believes  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  National  Home  Ownership  Foun¬ 
dation  is  the  best  approach.  I  might  say, 
however,  that  I  have  had  several  con¬ 
versations  with  our  minority  leader 
relative  to  the  great  need  for  low-income 
housing  which  exists  in  America,  and  I 
have  found  him  to  have  an  open  mind 
on  the  subject. 

Needless  to  say,  it  serves  no  useful 
purpose  for  Secretary  Weaver  to  call  our 
minority  leader  “calloused  to  the  housing 
needs  of  low-income  citizens;”  “an  old 
enemy  of  legislation  for  decent  hous¬ 
ing”;  nor  one  who  has  “turned  his  back 
to  the  problems  of  the  urban  American 
and  poorer  residents.” 

I  might  point  out  to  Mr.  Weaver  that 
the  citizens  of  Michigan’s  Fifth  Congres¬ 
sional  District  have  elected  Mr.  Ford  on 
10  consecutive  occasions  by  tremendous 
margins,  and  he  will  not  convince  them 
that  Jerry  “is  an  enemy  of  the  poor.” 
I  would  further  point  out  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  if  he  is  looking  for  votes  for  the  rent 
supplement  and  model  cities  program  on 
the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle,  that  he 
is  using  the  wrong  approach. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  high  regard  for 
Secretary  Weaver.  I  believe  he  is  an  able 
man  and  dedicated  to  improving. urban 
life  in  America.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I 
was  one  who  wrote  to  President  Johnson 
urging  Dr.  Weaver’s  appointment  as  the 
first  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  his 
statement  on  August  29  demeans  his  of¬ 
fice,  and  as  one  of  the  supporters  of  both 
the  rent  supplement  and  model  cities 
programs,  I  want  to  disassociate  myself 
from  its  contents  and  make  clear  that 
I  ascribe  honorable  and  reasonable  mo¬ 
tives  to  my  Republican  and  Democrat 
colleagues  who  on  the  last  vote  rejected 
one  of  these  programs. 

I  intend  to  continue  working  for  the 
adoption  of  these  programs  because  I 
believe  that  they  are  necessary  in  the 
age  in  which  we  live,  but  I  deplore  such 
unfair  and  uncalled-for  bitter,  partisan, 
and  personal  attacks  upon  one  of  our 
most  distinguished  Members  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  include  at  this  point 
the  complete  press  release  by  Robert  C. 
Weaver  which  I  have  previously  referred 
to: 

Republican  Opposition  to  Rent  Supple¬ 
ments  and  Model  Cities  Appropriations, 
August  29,  1967 

(Statement  by  Robert  C.  Weaver,  Secretary, 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development) 

Again  Representative  Gerald  R.  Ford  has 
repudiated  aid  for  the  poor  and  assistance  to 
our  cities.  By  continuing  to  lead  Republican 
opposition  to  rent  supplements  he  is  callous 
to  the  housing  needs  of  low-income  Ameri¬ 
cans.  By  directing  a  feeble  criticism  against 
the  administration  of  the  Model  Cities  pro¬ 
gram  and  thereby  attempting  to  justify  op¬ 
position  to  it,  he  is  again  turning  his  back 
to  the  problems  of  urban  America  and  its 
poorer  residents. 

Mr.  Ford’s  current  opposition  to  rent  sup¬ 
plements  places  him  not  only  in  opposition 
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to  leading  business,  church,  real  estate, 
home  building,  and  civic  groups  across  the 
country.  It  also  is  directly  against  the  stand 
taken  by  10  Senate  Republicans  and  the  posi¬ 
tion  expressed  by  Senator  Dirksen. 

Mr.  Ford  is  an  old  enemy  of  legislation  for 
decent  housing  and  national  assistance  to 
orderly  processes  of  urban  development.  Dur-  ; 
ing  this  session  of  Congress  alone  he  has  led 
the  opposition  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee  for  rea¬ 
sonable  financing  of  urban  and  housing  pro¬ 
grams  enacted  by  the  Congress.  He  also  led 
the  attack  upon  the  request  for  a  rat  con¬ 
trol  bill. 

Our  poor  need  more  housing. 

Our  cities  need  more  assistance. 

The  urgency  of  these  needs  is  clear. 

The  appropriations  now  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  are  a  significant  step  toward  meeting 
these  needs. 

I  regret  that  Mr.  Ford  does  not  recognize 
these  facts.  For  this  is  the  time  when  we 
must  support  our  troubled  cities. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  tactics  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  or  some  overzealous  public  relations 
officer  in  HUD  in  attacking  the  minority  | 
leader,  by  franking  a  press  release  to  ' 
newspapers,  radio  and  TV  stations 
throughout  the  Nation,  using  this  kind 
of  public  financing  to  attack  the  minority 
leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
is  something  which  should  be  repulsive  to 
all  Members  of  Congress,  whether  they 
are  Democrats  or  members  of  the  mi¬ 
nority  party. 

The  time  has  come,  it  seems  to  me, 
when  this  Congress  must  exercise  a  much 
greater  degree  of  legislative  oversight 
over  the  executive  agencies  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

This  kind  of  attack,  which  is  the  work 
of  paid  public  information  officers  in  this 
new  Department,  should  not  go  un¬ 
noticed  by  the  Government  Operations 
Committee  or  by  the  House  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  because  any  one  of  us 
could  be  next  in  the  attack  by  an  execu¬ 
tive  agency,  using  the  taxpayers’  money 
to  support  their  attacks. 

I  realize  that  this  new  agency  prob-  { 
ably  has  many  extra  public  information 
officers,  and  they  do  not  have  much  to  do 
in  these  days,  but  it  does  seem  to  me 
that  this  Congress  should  immediately 
call  the  agency  to  task,  should  have  them 
come  up  here  to  appear  before  the  ap¬ 
propriate  committee,  to  see  how  many 
of  these  were  sent  out  and  what  the  -I 
policy  is  going  to  be  in  the  future. 

This  is  a  violation  of  the  law.  We  have 
a  prohibition  in  the  Appropriation  Act 
as  well  as  in  the  basic  statutes  of  this 
country  so  far  as  this  kind  of  use  of 
public  funds  and  civil  service  employees 
is  concerned. 

I  hope  that  this  Congress  will  join. 
Democrats  and  Republicans  alike,  in  see¬ 
ing  to  it  that  the  executive  branch  is  not 
used  for  this  kind  of  attack  in  the  future, 
whether  it  be  on  a  Republican  or  a 
Democrat. 

This  agency  has  overstepped  the  rules 
so  far  as  this  Member  is  concerned.  I 
hope  Democrats  will  join  with  me  in  this 
complaint. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 


September  lb,  1967  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  H 11873 


Mr.  NELSEN.  I  should  like  to  join  in 
the  observations  which  have  been  made 
today,  and  to  add  another. 

I  just  read  a  press  release  that  the  REA 
Administrator  was  to  make  three 
speeches  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin  at 
fund  raising  dinners.  This  has  tradi¬ 
tionally  been  considered  a  violation,  for 
the  REA  Administrator  to  be  involved 
in  partisan  politics,  and  now  he  is  out 
making  speeches  at  fund  raising  dinners 
for  the  Democratic  Party  in  the  State  of 
Wisconsin. 

I  also  point  out  that  the  violations 
of  the  Hatch  Act,  of  the  Corrupt  Prac¬ 
tices  Act,  within  the  REA  Administra¬ 
tion  have  been  covered  up.  Nothing  has 
been  done. 

In  my  judgment  this  is  another  in¬ 
stance  of  improper  use  of  a  government¬ 
al  agency  for  political  reasons,  for  a 
program  which  has  always  begged  for  bi¬ 
partisan  support.  It  is  now  being  used 
as  a  partisan  arm  in  our  administration, 
which  I  think  is  a  violent  mistake. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  wish  also  to  advise  this  House  that 
at  a  later  date  I  intend  to  take  a  special 
order  and  that  all  details  relative  to  the 
performance  in  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  that  I  have  referred  to 
will  be  placed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  for  his  contribution,  but 
I  want  to  keep  this  compaint  on  the 
basis  of  the  use  of  the  executive  agency’s 
information  officers,  using  the  franking 
privilege  of  the  executive  agency  and 
using  civil  service  employees,  to  prepare 
these  kinds  of  attacks  on  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  This  is  not 
proper.  It  is  a  violation  of  the  law.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  should  be  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  proper  committee,  and  I  hope  the 
proper  committee  will  investigate  this. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  should  like  to  add 
to  the  words  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin.  The  Secretary  apparently  is  not 
even  accurate  in  his  attack,  for  he  says 
in  the  same  press  release,  in  his  attack  on 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Gerald  R.  Ford]  : 

He  also  led  the  attack  upon  the  request 
for  a  rat  control  bill. 

I  have  just  been  advised  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Harvey]  that 
Congressman  Ford  was  not  even  on  the 
floor  that  day  and  had  nothing  to  do 
with  it. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  That  is  correct.  The  Con¬ 
gressman  was  not  even  on  the  floor.  He 
is  also  the  author  of  the  National  Home 
Ownership  Act,  which  is  up  for  consid¬ 
eration  in  this  90th  Congress.  He  has  also 
supported  the  rent  certificate  program 
as  an  adjunct  to  the  rent  supplement 
program.  His  record  is  clear  not  only  in 
the  area  of  housing  but  as  far  as  the  fact 
that  he  was  not  here  the  day  the  Secre¬ 
tary  referred  to  in  his  press  release.  But 
the  purpose  of  my  calling  this  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Members  of  the  House  is 
that  this  could  happen  to  anyone.  The 
executive  branch  has  some  17,000  public 
information  and  related  personnel.  Let 
us  not  turn  them  loose  on  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 


Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
northeast  Mississippi  is  a  natural  part  of 
the  Appalachian  terrain.  The  area  is  con¬ 
tiguous  to  the  presently  established  Ap¬ 
palachian  region  and  is  largely  undevel¬ 
oped.  It  has  historically  relied  upon  a 
very  minimum  of  basic  industries,  par¬ 
ticularly  agriculture  which  is  marginal 
in  character.  Such  has  failed  to  provide 
an  economic  base  essential  to  a  sustain¬ 
ing  and  vigorous  growth. 

Northeast  Mississippi  is  comparable  in 
all  respects — social,  economic,  geographi¬ 
cal,  topographical,  and  otherwise — to  the 
southern  part  of  the  presently  estab¬ 
lished  Appalachian  region.  It  is  con¬ 
fronted  with  the  same  problems  of  de¬ 
velopment  and  growth.  We  place  on  the 
record  with  some  hesitancy  the  fact  that 
considerable  poverty  exists  in  northeast 
Mississippi;  but  it  does  and  that  is  the 
reason  we  are  here  seeking  to  be  included 
in  this  program.  This  does  not  mean,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  our  people  are  not  trying 
to  do  something  for  themselves,  because 
they  are.  They  are  proud  and  industrious, 
working  and  hoping  for  a  better  day. 

They  have  their  own  development 
foundations,  all  of  which  are  spiritedly 
endeavoring  to  bring  industry  and  a  bet¬ 
ter  agriculture  to  their  respective  com¬ 
munities.  Progress  is  being  made,  but  the 
area  is  lagging  behind  other  sections. 
Many  of  the  counties  are  losing  popula¬ 
tion.  Per  capita  income  is  lower  than  that 
of  any  group  of  counties  now  participat¬ 
ing  in  the  Appalachian  program. 

More  than  one-fifth  of  the  entire  pop¬ 
ulation  of  Mississippi  lives  in  this  north¬ 
east  depressed  area. 

Our  State  is  pressing  hard  with  a  long- 
range  program  of  economic  development. 
Industry  is  growing  within  the  State  but 
not  at  a  rate  sufficient  to  meet  the  slack 
of  unemployment.  Reductions  in  cotton 
acreage  have  left  thousands  of  our  peo¬ 
ple  unemployed.  A  rapid  movement  to¬ 
ward  farm  mechanization  and  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  minimum  wage  to  the  agri¬ 
cultural  enterprise  has  created  further 
unemployment.  New  industries  is  grow¬ 
ing  up  in  the  State  and  expansions  are 
underway.  We  are  encouraging  industry 
to  come  our  way,  and  much  of  it  is  com¬ 
ing  in.  However,  this  industrial  growth 
is  inadequate  to  meet  our  unemployment 
and  low-income  problems. 

Our  State  has  sponsored  trade  mis¬ 
sions  to  both  Europe  and  South  America. 
These  missions  have  resulted  in  the  sale 
of  millions  of  dollars  worth  of  industrial 
products  produced  in  the  State.  We  are 
aggressively  expanding  our  educational 
institutions  and  offering  better  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  our  youth.  Although  our 
sources  of  State  revenues  are  the  lowest 
in  the  Nation,  we  earmark  a  higher  per¬ 
centage  of  our  revenue  to  education  than 
any  State  in  the  Nation. 

As  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  just 
sitting  by,  crying  poverty  and  allowing 
the  economy  to  fall  of  its  own  weight. 
The  people  of  every  community,  every 
city,  every  county,  and  of  the  State  itself 
are  doing  something  to  solve  the  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  which  plague  them. 


We  see  an  opportunity  to  further  help 
our  cause  through  the  program  of  the 
Appalachian  Act.  We  know  that  the 
northeast  counties  of  our  State  are  a 
natural  part  of  the  region;  and,  we  know 
that  our  economic  problems  are  identi¬ 
cal  to  those  of  the  region.  Only  an 
imaginary  boundary  line  now  separates 
us  from  the  benefits  of  the  program.  My 
purpose  here  is  to  respectfully  plead  with 
you  to  remove  that  boundary  and  take 
us  in. 

For  your  consideration  you  can  be  as¬ 
sured  of  my  everlasting  gratitude  and 
that  of  my  people. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  made  a  speech  today 
about  legislative  oversight,  and  I  heard 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  talking 
about  it.  I  had  not  intended  to  announce 
it  until  tomorrow  or  Monday,  but  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  State 
Department  Personnel  and  Foreign  Op¬ 
erations,  I  am  going  to  hold  hearings.  I 
do  not  think  we  can  get  to  them  next 
week,  but  certainly  the  week  after  next 
we  will.  The  purpose  will  be  to  find  out 
which  members  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment,  if  any,  and  who  they  were,  brain¬ 
washed  people  who  have  been  to  Viet¬ 
nam.  We  want  to  find  out  what  they  did, 
because  I  think  this  is  reprehensible  if 
it  is  going  on.  It  comes  within  the  pur¬ 
view  of  my  committee  and  the  chairman 
of  our  full  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs, 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Morgan],  has  given  me  permission  for 
these  hearings.  The  first  witness,  I  hope, 
by  invitation— and  I  will  extend  him  an 
invitation — will  be  the  distinguished 
Governor  of  the  State  of  Michigan.  If 
he  does  not  care  to  come,  then  I  propose 
to  subpena  one  Jonathan  Moore,  a  for¬ 
mer  State  Department  employee,  who 
now  I  understand  is  the  staff  writer  for 
the  Governor  on  foreign  policy.  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  get  to  the  bottom  of  this  brain¬ 
washing  in  one  way  or  another,  and  if  it 
is  going  on,  we  will  put  a  stop  to  it. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Is  an  invitation 
or  a  subpena  going  to  to  Catfish 
Mayfield  to  see  whether  or  not  he  has 
brainwashed  anybody?  He  has  been  es¬ 
corting  a  prominent  Governor  lately. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Let  me  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  No.  1,  I  am  dead  serious  that  we 
are  going  to  have  such  hearings  and  I 
am  going  to  invite  the  other  members 
out  there.  No.  2,  if  Catfish  Mayfield, 
whoever  he  is,  was  brainwashed  by  any¬ 
body  in  the  State  Department  we  will 
have  him  in,  too. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  inform  the 
Members  here  that  we  have  a  number  of 
amendments.  If  we  are  going  to  go  about 
our  business  with  dispatch,  we  will  have 
to  have  some  limitation  of  time  and  will 
have  to  be  relieved  of  trying  these  ex¬ 
traneous  issues.  The  Committee  well 
knows  the  limitation  of  time  should  be 
reasonable  to  the  point  where  we  can 
have  a  full  and  complete  discussion  of 
all  the  amendments  presented  to  us,  but 
I  hope  we  can  proceed  with  the  business 
at  hand.  '*• 
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AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CRAMER 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  On 
page  36,  line  20,  strike  out  “President”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary  of  Trans¬ 
portation”. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  simple  amendment  also.  I  will  do  my 
best  to  expedite  the  proceedings.  I  will 
say  to  the  gentleman  I  certainly  want  to 
dispose  of  these  amendments.  They  are 
easily  understood.  I  am  hopeful  we  can 
get  down  to  the  business  of  doing  so,  and 
certainly  we  are  in  the  position  of  want¬ 
ing  to  do  so.  I  will  briefly  explain  what 
this  amendment  does.  It  is  very  simple.  I 
discussed  it  previously  in  general  debate. 
What  it  does  is  on  page  36,  strike  the 
words  “the  President”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “the  Secretary  of 
Transportation.” 

If  my  amendment  is  adopted,  the 
money  will  go  where  it  should  go  for 
highways — to  the  Secretary  of  Trans¬ 
portation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  over  $1  billion  is  con¬ 
tained  in  Appalachian  legislation  with 
which  to  construct  highways  in  Appa¬ 
lachia.  But  this  program  is  not  really 
opening  up  new  highways,  for  they  are 
just  rebuilding  present  highways.  They 
are  only  improving  the  present  high¬ 
ways. 

Now,  certainly,  if  there  is  any  program 
that  ought  to  be  under  the  direct  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Department 
of  Transportation,  a  Secretary  who  is 
supposed  to  control  all  other  highway 
matters,  it  is  this  Appalachian  arterial 
highway  system,  which  is  the  largest 
portion  of  the  Appalachian  regional  de¬ 
velopment  program  and  which  represents 
the  largest  portion  of  the  Appalachian 
development  program  money  involved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  my  amendment  does 
is  to  keep  the  President  of  the  United 
States  from  being  injected  from  an  ad¬ 
ministering  standpoint  into  the  budge¬ 
tary  procedures  of  this  program  which 
is  provided  for  under  the  present  law. 
My  amendment  would  reinstate  the  pro¬ 
cedure  embodied  in  present  law.  The 
present  law  does  not  permit  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  make  these  decisions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  the  Pres¬ 
ident  has  the  time  during  which  to  make 
these  decisions.  I  certainly  hope  that  the 
President  would  not  take  time  away  from 
far  more  important  and  urgent  problems 
of  paramount  importance  to  this  coun¬ 
try  such  as  Vietnam,  our  balance-of -pay¬ 
ments  problems,  these  other  issues  which 
are  significant  and  important  to  America, 
and  would  not  waste  his  time  with  de¬ 
termining  how  a  certain  highway  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  constructed  in  Appalachia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  rightful  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission,  the  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion,  and  the  participating  States. 

This  is  especially  true  inasmuch  as  we 
have  written  all  sorts  of  responsibilities 
into  the  authority  contained  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  call  the  attention  of 
the  Members  to  page  34,  line  16  of  the 
bill,  to  line  16  on  page  35  of  the  bill,  and 


to  line  9  on  page  36  of  the  bill,  all  refer¬ 
ences  relating  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  to 
highways. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  it  comes  to  the 
money,  who  gets  it  under  S.  602,  as  re¬ 
ported?  The  President  does.  However, 
under  the  present  law  as  now  contained 
on  the  statute  books,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Department  of  Transportation  re¬ 
ceives  it.  He  is  the  man  that  should  re¬ 
ceive  it  in  the  future. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  from  Florida  re¬ 
fers  to  the  fact  that  he  is  mystified  at 
the  change  of  the  law  by  the  insertion 
of  the  word  “President.” 

I  am  mystified  too.  Can  the  gentleman 
from  his  vantage  point  as  the  ranking 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
tell  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  why  this 
change  was  made  and  what  is  the  reason 
for  this  rather  strange  language? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  refer  the  gentleman 
to  the  testimony  of  the  Federal  cochair¬ 
man  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission,  which  testimony  contains  the 
only  explanation  as  to  why  thejr  are 
undertaking  to  do  this.  This  is  what 
they  say : 

The  Senate  bill  provides,  at  page  28.  for 
the  appropriation  of  all  funds  to  be  under 
the  administration  of  the  President- 

While  the  bill  does  not  spell  out  the 
means  for  transferring  it,  the  funds,  to 
the  agencies.  There  is  not  any  provision 
contained  herein  for  the  President  trans¬ 
ferring  appropriated  funds  to  the  ad¬ 
ministering  agencies  involved.  It  is 
nonetheless  assumed  that  the  President 
would  subsequently  transfer  them  for 
allocation  to  the  Department  of  Trans¬ 
portation.  Obviously,  I  add  parentheti¬ 
cally,  as  the  President  sees  fit.  Unparen- 
thetically,  they  say  that  this  could  go 
before  separate  subcommittees  of  the 
Committees  on  Appropriation  relating 
to  housing,  as  well  as,  for  instance,  voca¬ 
tional  education. 

I  will  say,  in  further  answer  to  the 
interrogation  which  has  been  propounded 
by  the  gentleman  from  Arizona,  that 
they  require  such  requests  to  go  before 
the  respective  subcommittees  which  deal 
with  the  basic  current  programs,  such  as 
the  Department  of  Transportation  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations.  However,  what  they  want  to 
do  is  to  make  a  composite  program  of 
these  operations  and  remove  the  use  of 
this  money  out  of  the  hands  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  subcommittees  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  and  from  the  discretion 
and  direction  of  an  administrator  who 
has  expertise  on  the  subject  of  the  basic 
programs  involved,  and  turn  it  over  to 
one  composite  basic  procedure,  thus  re¬ 
quiring  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
to  conform  not  to  its  present  procedure 
but  instead  to  a  new  procedure  upon 


which  many  of  the  decisions  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  future  will  have  to  be  made. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  fur¬ 
ther.  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
for  his  very  thorough  and  analytical  di¬ 
agnosis  of  the  question  involved  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  I  feel  it 
would  be  absolutely  wrong  not  to  adopt 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  hard  enough  for 
the  subcommittees  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  to  keep  track  of  all  the 
various  programs  involved  in  the  various 
projects  which  come  under  the  surveil¬ 
lance  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  However,  this  program,  which  is 
duplicatory  in  nature  is  very  hard  to 
oversee  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  The  language  of  this  bill  would 
make  it  harder.  It  should  be  amended. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  and 
members  of  his  subcommittee  have  no 
difficulty  in  administering  these  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  present  law  today. 
Therefore,  I  am  merely  speaking  for  the 
preservation  of  the  present  law. 

-  We  are  merely  trying  to  preserve  the 
language  of  the  present  law. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  is  absolutely  correct. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Let  us  leave  it  with  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  where  it 
belongs. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  found  myself 
agreeing  with  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida  considerably  in  the  last  couple  of 
days,  but  on  this  point  I  very  definitely 
disagree  with  him.  I  will  tell  you  why. 

I  believe  this  is  what  the  trouble  is 
with  a  lot  of  these  agencies  downtown, 
because  not  even  the  President  of  the 
United  States  can  call  them  up  and  say 
“do  this,”  or  “do  that.”  There  are  too 
many  safeguards  built  into  the  law  so 
that  too  many  people  have  no  responsi¬ 
bilities  to  anyone.  People  who  never  were 
elected  to  anything,  who  never  stood  be¬ 
fore  the  voters,  are  making  the  decisions. 

Further,  I  have  a  very  personal  reason 
for  being  against  this  amendment.  The 
reason  I  have  been  less  than  enthusias¬ 
tic  about  Appalachia,  after  being  one  of 
the  people  who  did  everything  he  could 
to  get  it  passed  in  the  first  instance,  was 
because  its  first  Director  was  a  fellow  by 
the  name  of  Sweeney  who  told  me  over 
the  telephone'  that  he  did  not  do  business 
with  Congressmen,  he  was  the  Federal 
coadministrator,  and  he  did  business  with 
the  Governors,  and  Congress  could  stay 
out  of  it. 

In  other  words,  we  can  be  the  big 
spenders  by  voting  them  money,  but  we 
cannot  even  call  up  and  get  the  time  of 
day  from  them. 

What  does  that  have  to  do  with  this 
amendment?  Well,  this  fellow  became  so 
obnoxious  they  got  rid  of  him.  Do  you 
know  where  he  wound  up?  He  is  Deputy 
Director  of  Transportation. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer] 
that  he  really  ought  to  withdraw  this 
amendment  because  I  am  sure  he  does 
not  want  to  have  anything  to  do  with 
that  guy. 
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I  do  not  know  where  this  fellow  came 
from,  but  I  understood  that  he  was — 
and  God  help  me  if  I  ever  get  appointed 
to  anything  that  has  to  be  confirmed — 
that  he  was  an  administrative  assistant 
to  a  Member  of  the  other  body.  All  of  us 
know  that  all  administrative  assistants 
over  there  think  they  are  superior  to 
Congressmen.  So  he  came  up  through  a 
good  school,  and  he  will  not  have  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  even  talking  on  the  tele¬ 
phone  to  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
do  not  want  to  get  involved  in  any  con¬ 
troversy  over  Mr.  Sweeney. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  he  might  get  involved  if  he  is  asking 
me  to  yield  to  him  while  I  am  talking 
about  this  Sweeney. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  But  I  did  want  the 
gentleman  to  know  that  this  particular 
change  in  the  basic  law  was  not  some¬ 
thing  requested  by  the  President.  The 
White  House  has  not  sought  this  au¬ 
thority.  This  is  conferred  in  the  White 
House  and  in  the  President  by  this  bill, 
and  it  represents  a  decision  of  the  other 
body  which  our  committee  agreed  with, 
that  it  would  bring  about  a  more  con¬ 
cise  picture  of  what  is  involved  in  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Appalachia  program. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Do  not  tell  me  why  you  did 
it;  I  do  not  even  need  to  know.  I  just  say 
if  this  is  going  to  give  any  more  power  to 
Mr.  Sweeney,  then  do  not  do  it.  And  I 
am  talking  about  the  Republican  Mem¬ 
bers  and  the  Democratic  Members,  be¬ 
cause  this  man  believes  Democratic  Con¬ 
gressmen  are  pretty  low,  but  he  thinks 
Republican  Congressmen  are  several 
rungs  below  that,,  so  all  the  Members 
should  vote  against  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word,  and  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  HARSHA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Harsha 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  an  additional 
3  minutes.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Harsha]  is  recognized  for  8 
minutes. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
asked  for  this  additional  time  to  discuss 
this  particular  amendment  because  it 
will  be  offered  on  three  more  occasions, 
and  I  would  direct  my  remarks  to  the 
package  of  amendments  on  this  particu¬ 
lar  issue. 

What  we  are  confronted  with  here  is 
not  only  the  appropriation  of  this  high¬ 
way  money  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  but  in  three  other  instances  in  the 
bill  the  language  requests  that  the  ap¬ 
propriations  shall  be  made  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  rather  than  to  the  various  agencies 
involved. 

This  is  a  change  in  the  present  situa¬ 
tion,  the  present  law.  But  can  the  Mem¬ 
bers  imagine  anything  more  cumber¬ 
some  than  the  situation  that  now  exists? 

The  Appalachia  Commission  has  to  go 
through  six  separate  agencies  to  get  their 
appropriations  through  the  Congress. 


For  example,  the  entire  Congress  has 
already  passed  the  appropriation  for  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  budget  for  HUD,  which  has  passed 
the  House,  is  lying  in  the  other  body. 

The  Commerce  Department  budget  has 
passed  the  House  and  again  is  in  the 
other  body. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  budget 
is  in  conference  between  both  bodies. 

The  Transportation  budget  has  passed 
this  House  and  is  in  the  other  body. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  budget  is  in  conference. 

Yet,  this  Commission  and  its  program 
cannot  operate  and  cannot  facilitate  or 
expedite  its  operations  until  it  determines 
how  much  money  it  has  to  operate  with. 

What  more  chaotic  situation  can  we 
imagine  or  envision  than  that;  they 
would  not  know  what  they  finally  have 
to  work  with  until  the  last  appropriation 
bill  is  passed,  they  cannot  even  plan  the 
years  programs  until  they  learn  what 
moneys  are  available.  Why  should  we  not 
try  to  consolidate  such  an  operation? 

Certainly  the  purpose  of  this  effort  is 
to  be -able  to  present  a  composite  budget 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and 
to  facilitate  matters  so  that  the  Appa¬ 
lachia  Commission  will  know  what  it 
has  to  work  with. 

The  point  will  be  raised,  I  am  sure, 
in  debate  before  too  long  and  it  was 
raised  in  the  minority  views,  that  maybe 
this  will  enable  the  President  to  hide 
some  of  the  money  or  to  cover  it  up. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  Committee  that 
this  program  calls  for  $50  million  for 
health  facilities.  This  will  appear  in  the 
budget  for  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  which  has  over 
a  $13  billion  budget.  How  much  easier 
would  it  be  to  hide  a  portion  of  this 
program  in  that  budget  than  it  would  be 
for  the  Commission  to  come  before  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  pre¬ 
sent  their  entire  package  that  only  au¬ 
thorizes  $220  million. 

We  have  had  $19  million  here  for  soil 
conservation. 

The  agricultural  budget  is  in  excess  of 
$5  billion. 

How  much  easier  it  would  be  to  hide 
or  to  cover  up  a  $19  million  program  in 
a  $5  billion  budget  than  it  is  to  hide  it 
in  a  $220  million  budget.  Another  ex¬ 
ample  is  the  $5  million  for  housing.  How 
much  easier  would  it  be  to  bury  a  $5 
million  item  in  a  budget  exceeding  $2.5 
billion  than  one  of  only  $220  million. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  The  chairman  is 
making  an  excellent  statement  directed 
to  the  merits  of  this  particular  question. 
I  think  it  focuses  the  spotlight  upon  the 
point  that  the  Congress  and  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  will  get  a  much 
clearer  picture  of  what  the  Appalachia 
program  is  and  what  money  is  being  ap¬ 
propriated  for  it  if  it  is  in  one  package 
and  if  it  comes  to  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  in  one  package  and  comes 
to  the  floor  of  the  House  in  one  package. 

That  is  what  this  is  intended  to  do 
basically  from  the  standpoint  of  appro¬ 
priations. 

Insofar  as  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 


priations  and  its  handling  of  this  is 
concerned,  there  is  nothing  of  any  sort 
mandatory  so  far  as  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  is  concerned.  If  the  ap¬ 
propriation  committee  chairman  wants 
to  have  these  items  heard  by  individual 
subcommittees  that  are  familiar  with 
the  subject,  there  is  nothing  in  the  world 
to  prevent  him  from  doing  that.  They 
could  simply  keep  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  in  one  package  when  it  is  brought 
out  as  a  bill. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  The  gentleman  is  abso¬ 
lutely  right.  This  provision  in  no  way 
dictates  to  the  Committee  o<n  Appropria¬ 
tions  how  they  shall  handle  their  busi¬ 
ness.  But  to  the  contrary  should  make  it 
easier  to  dig  into  the  various  programs 
and  budget  requests  to  determine  if  the 
intent  of  Congress  is  being  carried  out. 
There  is  just  too  much  fragmentation  of 
the  budget  requests  as  they  now  are  han¬ 
dled. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  want  to  concur  in  the 
argument  that  the  gentleman  is  making 
in  addition  to  what  I  said. 

I  will  say  from  my  experience  this  is 
the  problem  we  have  with  the  foreign  aid 
bill.  It  is  scattered  all  over  the  Congress. 
Nobody — and  I  mean  but  nobody — really 
ever  knows  how  much  money  is  involved 
and  who  gets  what.  If  this  keeps  it  in  one 
package,  that  is  another  very  cogent  rea¬ 
son  it  seems  to  me  why  the  amendment 
ought  to  be  defeated  and  why  this  lan¬ 
guage  ought  to  stay  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  that  is  my  understanding  of 
this  provision  of  the  language  in  the  bill, 
that  it  will  keep  it  in  a  single  package  and 
it  will  make  it  possible  for  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Commission  and  the  Governors 
to  get  together  and  present  a  composite 
budget  and  they  have  to  appear  before 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and 
argue  in  behalf  of  that  budget. 

Another  thing  is,  we  have  $2  million 
here  for  water  resources.  Can  you  imag¬ 
ine  trying  to  find  that  item  in  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  overall  budget?  You  talk 
about  hiding  or  covering  up  some  of  the 
expenditures  in  this  program.  As  the  sit¬ 
uation  presently  exists  it  is  really  condu¬ 
cive  to  such  procedure  should  the  agen¬ 
cies  so  desire. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  it  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  said  in  argument  before  we  are 
through  considering  all  these  other 
amendments  that  if  we  put  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  President,  he  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  be  more  political  with  it. 
That  argument  seems  to  be  inferred  at 
least  from  the  minority  views.  I  have 
heard  it  a  number  of  times,  at  least  in 
discussions  of  the  bill  on  and  off  the 
floor.  But  anyone  who  is  familiar  with 
the  facts  of  political  life  knows  that  that 
argument  will  not  hold  water,  because 
the  President,  if  he  wants  to  play  politics 
with  it,  can  do  it  when  it  is  in  the  hands 
of  an  agency,  the  heads  of  which  he  ap¬ 
points,  and  the  heads  over  which  he  has 
control,  just  as  well  as  he  could  if  he 
should  present  it  to  the  Federal  co- 
chairman. 

One  other  important  phase  of  this  is 
that  when  the  Appropriations  Committee 
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gets  into  the  meat  of  this  thing  and  gets 
to  handling  the  large  budgets  of  the 
various  agencies  and  they  begin  to  cut 
what  they  feel  in  their  good  judgment 
is  fat  from  the  bill,  the  members  of  the 
agencies  that  are  presenting  the  budget 
to  the  Appropriations  Committee  are  not 
so  vitally  concerned  with  a  little  item  of 
$26  million  for  vocational  education  that 
they  do  not  have  too  much  control  over, 
and  that  goes  to  Appalachia.  So  there 
is  not  the  interest  of  the  advocates  of  the 
Department’s  budget  for  a  specific  item 
that  they  do  not  have  the  control  over 
as  they  do  in  their  own  departments. 

As  a  result,  the  Appalachian  funds 
suffer,  where  if  it  were  presented  in  a 
composite  budget  with  representatives 
of  the  Appalachian  Commission  carry¬ 
ing  the  fight,  they  could  present  a  much 
more  forthright  argument  for  the  needs 
of  these  programs,  and  be  more  effective 
and  forceful  in  their  justification  for 
the  request. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Yes,  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  amendment  that  I 
have  offered  deals  solely  with  highways. 
No  one  can  hide  a  $1  billion  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  highways.  Does  not  the  gen¬ 
tleman  feel  that  if  the  decision  is  to  be 
made  about  the  highway  program  it 
ought  to  be  made  by  the  agency  that  ad¬ 
ministers  the  $4-billion-plus  basic  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  program,  as  well  as 
this  $1  billion  Appalachian  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  and  not  by  the  President,  who 
does  not  have  the  time  to  do  so? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  any  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  gentleman  is  recognized  for  1  addi¬ 
tional  minute. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  It  is  true  that  your  spe¬ 
cific  amendment  deals  with  highways 
and  highways  only,  but  it  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  three  additional  amend¬ 
ments  will  be  offered.  In  an  effort  to 
expedite  and  facilitate  these  proceedings, 
I  am  anticipating  the  other  three 
amendments.  But  I  think  my  argument 
will  apply  to  highway  programs  as  well, 
particularly  in  view  of  what  my  col¬ 
league  from  Ohio  has  said  about  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  or  the  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary,  and  this  amendment 
should  be  defeated.  But  the  sole  purpose 
of  this,  as  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Florida  has  pointed  out,  was  to 
present  a  composite  budget,  to  facilitate 
and  expedite  the  handling  of  the  affairs 
of  the  Appalachian  Commission.  This 
will  in  effect  give  the  Governors  an  op¬ 
portunity,  to  work  with  the  Commission 
and  work  with  the  Federal  cochairmen 
in  presenting  a  budget.  Then  they  will 
know  how  much  money  they  will  have  to 
operate  on  the  rest  of  the  year.  It  will 
inject  into  the  program  greater  thrust 
and  flexibility.  The  present  procedure, 
with  an  array  of  agencies  handling  the 
funds  has  a  built-in  delay  factor  and 
clumsiness.  The  change  as  recommended 
by  this  new  language  will  facilitate  the 
effectiveness  of  this  program  and  expe¬ 


dite  its  progress.  At  the  same  time  the 
consolidation  of  the  funding  process 
would  ease  the  burden  of  Congress  in 
its  appropriating  and  oversight  func¬ 
tions.  We  would  be  better  able  to  follow 
the  money  and  determine  how  and  why 
it  is  being  spent. 

I  see  no  valid  objection  to  this  change, 
I  see  only  improvement  and  urge  the  de¬ 
feat  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hundred 
and  three  Members  are  present,  a  quo¬ 
rum. 

For  what  purpose  does  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  rise? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 
This  amendment  was  dealt  with  at  great 
length  in  the  committee.  The  observa¬ 
tions  made  by  our  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Harsha]  were 
found  to  be  sound,  and  that  was  the  rea¬ 
son  we  adopted  the  provision. 

That  was  the  reason  we  adopted  it. 
We  felt  this  would  give  greater  authority 
for  the  Commission  itself  to  promulgate 
the  program,  submit  their  requests  for 
moneys  to  the  President.  This  is 
strengthening  the  so-called  States’  rights 
concept.  I  think  the  explanation  is  suf¬ 
ficient  to  justify  the  defeat  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  come  from  the 
electorate  prohably  as  recently  as  any¬ 
body  in  this  House.  I  am  out  in  my  dis¬ 
trict  at  least  twice  a  month  on  weekends. 
One  of  the  big  problems  in  the  United 
States  today,  that  we  are  hearing  about 
all  over  the  United  States,  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  about  what  in  the  world  is  the  mat¬ 
ter  with  Congress,  why  do  they  abrogate 
their  oversight  powers  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States? 

When  this  bill  was  conceived  in  1965, 
it  was  not  a  recommendation  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  that  the  money  be  appropriated  to 
him.  It  was  not  in  the  recommendation 
that  was  sent  up  by  the  President’s  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Commission.  This  is 
a  proposal  that  has  been  conceived  and 
is  being  sold  to  the  Members  of  the  House 
on  the  grounds  that  it  would  make  it 
easier  to  administer  the  program. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  stand  here  to¬ 
day  to  say  I  have  logged  as  much  time  in 
this  House  as  any  freshman  ever  did. 
I  make  every  single  committee  meeting. 
We  should  see  to  it  that  we  do  our  jobs 
and  not  abrogate  them  to  one  man.  This 
is  the  problem,  I  think. 

We  heard  the  very  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  here  just  a  half 
hour  ago  say  that  he  as  a  member  of  one 
of  the  subcommittees  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  would  see  to  it  that  they 
would  render  oversight  as  far  as  the 
funds  are  concerned.  Who  ever  heard  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States  coming 
before  a  subcommittee  to  report  how  this 
money  has  been  spent? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 


man,  the  amendment  does  not  increase 
the  authority  of  the  President,  nor  does 
it  disturb  the  appropriation  process.  It 
gives  a  more  intimate  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  Governors  of  the  States  and 
the  President  of  the  United  States.  So 
nothing  is  being  done  that  would  do 
that. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  As  I  understand  it,  the 
amendment  says,  strike  out  the  word 
“President”  and  insert  “Secretary  of 
Transportation.” 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is  ex¬ 
actly  what  it  does.  And  it  will  be  accom¬ 
modating  the  Governors  in  dealing  with 
the  President. 

Mr.  DENNEY.'A.re  we  not  assuming  a 
fact  not  in  evidence? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  point  out 
to  the  gentleman  this  same  amendment 
will  be  offered  to  other  sections. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  To  three  more. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama,  It  is  to  give 
it  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
in  response  to  a  demand  made,  or  re¬ 
quests  made  by  the  Governors  of  the  re¬ 
spective  States. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DENNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  I  think  he  and  I  would  like 
to  see  the  same  objective,  but  the  way 
it  is  now,  it  is  impossible  to  pin  any¬ 
body  down  about  anything.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  is  going  to  have  to  appoint  some¬ 
body  to  administer  this,  and  we  can  go 
to  that  man  and  put  the  finger  on  him. 
All  they  do  now  is  pass  the  buck. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Let  me  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio,  I  sat  in  on  the  hear¬ 
ings  when  the  Federal  cochairman — wrho 
is  now  Mr.  Joe  Fleming,  who  took  Mr. 
Sweeney’s  place — and  this  is  not  a  ques¬ 
tion  whether  we  like  Mr.  Sweeney  or  not. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  understand. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  The  point  is,  I  asked 
him,  “Mr.  Fleming,  will  you  give  this 
committee  some  record  of  what  has  been 
accomplished  by  the  money  that  has 
been  spent  in  the  past  27  months?”  And 
he  said,  in  effect,  “We  are  not  able  to  do 
that.  That  has  to  be  done  through  the 
States.” 

Mr.  HAYS.  That  is  correct.  That  is 
exactly  where  the  trouble  is. 

In  the  foreign  aid  bill  we  appropriate 
the  money  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  He  in  turn  appoints  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  foreign  aid.  When  we  want 
to  know  something  about  the  part  which 
comes  before  our  committee — and  the 
gentleman  understands  that  Public  Law 
480  and  the  lending  for  various  inter¬ 
national  banks  does  not  come  before  our 
committee — we  can  bring  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  in  and  he  will  lay  the  informa¬ 
tion  before  our  committee. 

If  there  is  an  Administrator  directly 
responsible,  appointed  by  the  President, 
who  has  to  come  to  the  Congress,  we  will 
get  a  lot  more  information  than  if  it  is 
scattered  through  a  dozen  different 
agencies. 

Mr.  DENNEY.  But  if  the  President 
v  tells  the  Administrator  not  to  come,  what 
is  the  situation? 

-  Mr.  HAYS.  Suppose  he  tells  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Transportation  not  to  come. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  DENNEY.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  In  respect  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  question  or  suggestion,  this  bill 
before  us  does  not  make  money  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Federal  cochairman ;  it  makes 
it  available  to  the  President.  There  is  no 
instruction  as  to  what  the  President  shall 
do  or  to  whom  he  shall  allocate  funds. 
The  money  goes  to  him. 

But  the  responsibility  the  gentleman 
is  concerned  about  will  remain  with  the 
Secretary.  All  of  the  responsibility  will 
be  with  him,  but  the  money  will  go  to  the 
President. 

So  far  as  Mr.  Sweeney  is  concerned,  I 
am  sorry  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Hays]  is  not  happy  about  Mr.  Sweeney 
and  his  operation  now  and  in  the  past, 
and  this  Member  has  raised  many  ques¬ 
tions  with  Mr.  Sweeney  during  his  ap¬ 
pearances  before  the  committee,  but  the 
man  who  is  supposed  to  make  policy  de¬ 
cisions  in  transportation  is  Mr.  Boyd,  the 
Secretary,  and  the  head  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  not  Mr.  Sweeney.  I  would 
be  very  disappointed  if  Mr.  Sweeney  were 
the  man  making  policy  decisions.  I  do  not 
want  Mr.  Boyd  to  abdicate  to  him  that 
responsibility. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Cramer  and 
Mr.  Edmondson. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers- 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  91,  noes 
103. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  ask 
some  questions  of  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  handling  this  bill.  My  ques¬ 
tions  relate  to  section  107  having  to  do 
with  demonstration  health  projects. 
There  is  an  appropriation  of  $50  million 
authorized  for  this  section  to  provide 
demonstration  health  projects;  which 
funds  can  be  expended  for  planning, 
construction,  equipment,  and  operation 
of  facilities.  This  money  can  be  used  for 
treatment  or  any  other  health  need.  The 
term  “multicounty”  is  used  in  trying  to 
make  a  determination  of  who  is  eligible 
for  participation  in  the  grants  author¬ 
ized  by  this  section.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  what  is 
meant  by  “multicounty”  as  used  in  sec¬ 
tion  107.  Are  we  talking  about  one,  two, 
or  three  counties  or  what? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  It  could  be 
even  more  than  three  counties.  It  would 
be  determined  by  the  location  with  re¬ 
lationship  to  population.  For  instance,  if 
a  hospital  could  be  constructed  to  serve 
three  counties,  it  would  reduce  the  over¬ 
all  cost  to  the  several  county  govern¬ 
ments  to  pool  their  resources  and  build 
one  central  health  center  or  hospital  for 
the  accommodation  of  the  health  needs 
of  the  general  area. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Generally  speak¬ 
ing,  then,  do  you  mean  three  counties  or 
more? 


Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  It  could  be  six 
counties  if  it  would  serve  that  purpose. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  But  one  county 
alone  would  not  be  eligible  under  the 
definition? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes;  it  would, 
if  the  hospital  served  more  than  one 
county  even  though  it  is  located  in  the 
county  designated  under  the  act. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  But  then  it  would 
be  necessary  for  the  administrator  of 
this  health  grant  program  to  make  a 
determination  that  if  one  county  made 
an  application  for  a  grant,  that  this 
grant  being  made  was  for  the  purposes 
or  the  uses  of  people  of  more  than  one 
county  to  be  served? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Over  on  page  38 
of  the  bill,  lines  7  and  8,  the  words  “and 
other  laws”  are  used  in  talking  about  au¬ 
thorizing  grants.  Is  this  a  reference  to 
the  Hill-Burton  legislation? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  If  it  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  which  refers  to  public  health  hospi¬ 
tals,  the  Hill-Burton  Act  as  well  as  other 
authorized  programs  to  which  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  either  the  principal 
participant  or  primary  mover  are  in¬ 
volved. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  The  grants  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Hill-Burton  Act  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  contain  the  66%  limitation,  will 
they  not? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes;  that  is 
correct.  For  instance,  in  the  State  of 
Tennessee  they  participate,  or  the  Fed¬ 
eral  cost  is  66%  percent.  Now,  if  Appa¬ 
lachia  makes  a  grant,  it  would  only  be 
to  the  extent  of  13  percent  which  would 
be  made  over  and  above  that  figure  under 
the  Appalachian  program. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  In  other  words,  a 
grant  under  the  Hill-Burton  legislation 
requires,  under  the  present  administra¬ 
tive  procedures,  the  approval  of  the  State 
departments  of  hospitals  or  State 
boards,  or  whatever  the  official  title 
might  be,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  It  would  have 
to  be  under  the  Hill-Burton  Act.  The  ap¬ 
plication  would  have  to  be  made  by  the 
local  communities.  It  could  not  be  initi¬ 
ated  by  the  Federal  Government  alone. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Would  this  be 
true,  as  is  the  case  under  the  Hill-Bur¬ 
ton  Act,  that  grants  under  the  pertinent 
sections  for  these  purposes  would  have  to 
have  the  necessary  approval  of  the  State 
boards  involved? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  It  would  be 
necessary,  but  it  would  also  require  that 
the  Governor  submit  it  as  a  project  in 
the  State.  So,  it  goes  even  further  than 
the  provisions  of  the  Hill-Burton  Act  and 
requires  local  approval,  because  they  are 
in  fact  the  applicants. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  The  gentleman 
from  Alabama  said  that  this  would  au¬ 
thorize  grants  in  excess  of  the  Hill-Bur¬ 
ton  grants  to  the  extent  of  13  percent. 

Was  the  gentleman,  in  fact,  saying 
that  no  grants  would  be  made  in  excess 
of  the  Hill-Burton  provisions,  or  does 
the  gentleman  mean  that  this  would  only 
be  used  to  supplement  the  provisions  of 
the  Hill-Burton  Act?  Or,  would  it  in  fact 
be  possible  to  construct  through  this 
grant  method,  a  hospital  and  defray  up 
to  80  percent  of  the  construction  costs 


thereof  without  regard  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Hill-Burton  Act? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further, 
this  is  not  expected  to  be  that  type  of 
program  because  of  the  limited  amount 
of  money  involved  is  of  a  supplementary 
nature. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

(Mr.  WAGGONNER,  by  unanimous 
consent,  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1 
additional  minute.) 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  In  other  words, 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  is  saying 
that  it  is  the  intention  of  this  program  to 
supplement  Hill-Burton  funds  designed 
for  this  purpose? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Hill-Burton 
funds  or  other  local  capabilities  toward 
investing,  perhaps,  the  principal  amount. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  But,  as  a  matter 
of  general  practice,  it  would  not  be  the 
purpose  of  this  legislation  to  have  an 
entirely  new  program  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Hill-Burton  Act? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  No,  indeed. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  And  would  it  be 
possible — would  it  conceivably  be  pos¬ 
sible — under  the  provisions  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  for  the  funds,  the  grants  of  funds 
under  this  legislation,  to  be  used  to  sub¬ 
sidize  the  operating  deficit  of  private 
hospitals  which  are  operated  for  profit? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  No;  that  is 
not  the  intent  of  this  act  at  all. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CRAMER 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  On 
page  43,  strike  out  line  1  and  all  that  fol¬ 
lows  through  and  including  line  11  on  page 
45,  and  renumber  succeeding  sections  and 
references  thereto  accordingly. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  very  simple  amendment  also.  It  strikes 
section  112  of  the  bill,  entitled  “Assis¬ 
tance  for  Planning  and  Other  Prelimi¬ 
nary  Expenses  of  Proposed  Housing 
Projects  Under  Section  221  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  section  is  really 
a  dilly.  If  you  want  to  throw  away  the 
taxpayers’  money  and  subsidize  risk 
money  for  developers,  and  if  you  want 
to  subsidize  lawyers,  subsidize  the  spec¬ 
ulators,  and  subsidize  the  lobbyists 
lobbying  with  the  Commission  for 
these  projects,  if  you  want  to  subsidize 
the  public  relations  men  who  try  to  sell 
these  housing  projects,  and  if  you  want 
to  subsidize  the  engineers — and  that  is 
what  it  says  on  page  44,  “Loans  up  to 
80  percent  of  the  cost  of  planning  a  proj¬ 
ect,”  we  are  talking  about  housing  de¬ 
velopment  projects,  we  are  not  talking 
about  individual  home  loans,  then  vote 
against  by  amendment.  If  you  do  not 
want  these  things  to  happen,  then  vote 
for  it. 

We  are  talking  about  housing  projects, 
about  subsidizing  the  risk  money  in¬ 
volved  in  putting  one  of  these  projects 
together — up  to  80  percent.  They  are  go¬ 
ing  to  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  pre¬ 
liminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  market 
needs,  preliminary  site  engineering — 
there  is  the  engineer — and  architectural 
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fees — there  are  the  architects —  site 
options — there  are  the  real  estate  men 
and  finders — Federal  Housing  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  FNMA  fees — and  listen  to 
this — and  discounts. 

What  a  fight  we  have  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  year  after  year  on  discounts 
on  FHA  and  other  loans,  opposing  dis¬ 
counts  as  a  means  of  increasing  the  cost 
of  loans  that  are  guaranteed  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  But  here  we  are  going 
to  subsidize  them  and  repay  them,  guar¬ 
antee  them  against  loss  resulting  from 
such  discounts.  This  is  inviting  the  very 
discounts  that  we  have  opposed  for  years, 
and  the  loans  may  be  made  to  these 
agencies  without  interest,  without  any 
interest  whatsoever. 

Who  can  get  these  loans,  and  what  are 
they  supposed  to  be  for?  In  the  bill  it 
says  “to  encourage  and  facilitate  the 
construction  or  rehabilitation  of  housing 
to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and  moderate- 
income  families.”  That  is  no  definition 
whatsoever.  Nobody  knows  what  they 
mean  by  “low-  or  moderate-income.” 
Nobody  supporting  this  legislation  has 
attempted  to  define  them. 

Then  in  addition,  the  loan  itself  may 
be  forgiven  to  nonprofit,  limited  divi¬ 
dend,  or  cooperative  organizations. 

Here  goes  FHA  in  a  hurry  into  a  lot 
of  moderate-income  housing  business 
with  guaranteed  risk  money,  forgiven. 

It  says  “To  cooperative  organizations, 
or  to  public  bodies.”  I  wonder  if  some¬ 
body  can  tell  me  who  this  limited  divi¬ 
dend  outfit  is  going  to  be?  What  is  a  lim¬ 
ited  dividend  outfit  under  section  221 
that  would  be  able  to  get  these  loans? 

What  else  does  it  do  in  addition  to 
helping  the  lobbyists  and  the  lawyers 
and  the  architects?  They  can  also  waive 
repayment  of  these  loans.  This  is  what 
it  says: 

The  Secretary  may,  except  in  the  case  of  a 
loan  to  an  organization  established  for  profit, 
waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a 
loan  made  under  this  section,  including  in¬ 
terest  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is  unable 
to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage 
insured  under  section  221. 

If  the  homeowner  cannot  repay  it,  the 
Federal  Government  is  going  to  have  to 
pay  it,  and  the  Secretary  can  waive  re¬ 
payment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  in¬ 
terest. 

This  gives  him  power  to  waive  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  pointed  out  in 
the  minority  report  on  S.  602,  section 
112  of  S.  602  would  create  an  entirely 
new  program  of  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  for  planning  and  other  preliminary 
expenses  of  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing  projects  in  the  Appalachian  re- 
.  gion.  This  section  would  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel¬ 
opment  to  make  grants  and  loans  to  non¬ 
profit,  limited  dividend,  or  cooperative 
organizations,  or  to  public  bodies  for  ex¬ 
penses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining  in¬ 
sured  mortgages  for  housing  construc¬ 
tion  or  rehabilitation  projects,  under  sec¬ 
tion  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act. 

Grants  may  be  made  to  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganizations  for  80  percent  of  the  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  incident  to  planning  a 
project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mort¬ 
gage,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not 
to  be  recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a 
mortgage  insured  under  section  221. 


Loans  may  be  made  for  80  percent  of 
the  cost  of  planning  a  project  and  ob¬ 
taining  an  insured  mortgage  under  sec¬ 
tion  221,  including,  but  not  limited  to 
preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  mar¬ 
ket  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering 
and  architectural  fees,  site  options.  Fed¬ 
eral  Housing  Administration  and  Federal 
National  Mortgage  Association  fees,  and 
construction  loan  fees  and  discounts. 
These  loans  can  be  made  without  inter¬ 
est,  or  at  any  market  or  below  market 
interest  rate  authorized  for  a  mortgage 
insured  under  section  221. 

Not  only  is  this  section  objectionable 
because  it  creates  a  new  and  additional 
kind  of  financial  assistance  over  and 
above  that  contemplated  by  the  Congress 
when  the  Appalachian  program  was  en¬ 
acted  in  1965,  but  it  should  not  be  en¬ 
acted  into  law  for  a  number  of  additional 
reasons. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Secretary  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development  would  be 
authorized,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan 
to  an  organization  established  for  profit, 
to  “waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any 
part  of  a  loan  made  under  this  section, 
including  interest,  which  he  finds  the 
borrower  is  unable  to  recover  from  the 
proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under 
section  221.”  Probably  in  most  cases, 
borrowers  would  contend  that  they  were 
unable  to  recover  planning  and  other 
preliminary  expenses  from  up  to  100 
percent  construction  loans  insured  under 
section  221,  and  the  planning  and  pre¬ 
liminary  expense  loans  would  be  con¬ 
verted  into  Federal  grants. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  disturbing 
provision.  We  feel  that  one  who  secures 
a  loan  from  the  Federal  Government 
should  have  the  same  responsibility  of 
repaying  it  as  he  would  if  the  loan  had 
been  obtained  from  a  private  banking 
institution.  Such  a  forgiveness  provision 
will  encourage  borrowers  not  to  repay 
loans  at  the  expense  of  all  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  Nation. 

This  new  program  is  being  established 
supposedly  to  encourage  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet 
the  needs  of  low-  and  moderate-income 
families  and  individuals.  Yet,  there  is 
no  definition  in  the  bill,  or  in  section  221 
of  the  National  Housing  Act,  of  what 
constitutes  a  low-  or  moderate-income 
family  or  individual.  We  feel  that  a 
definition  should  be  written  into  law 
rather  than  it  being  left  to  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  definition 
in  the  bill  of  administrative  expenses  or 
expenses  of  obtaining  an  insured  loan, 
other  than  a  partial  listing  of  purposes 
for  which  loan  money  can  be  expended. 
Inasmuch  as  the  Secretary  would  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  80-percent  Federal 
grants  and  loans  for  such  expenses,  this 
is  a  substantial  omission.  Apparently,  it 
is  intended  that  the  expenses  eligible 
for  grants  differ  from  those  eligible  for 
loans,  but  this  distinction  cannot  be 
ascertained  from  the  language  of  the 
bill.  Presumably,  among  other  things, 
the  fees  charged  by  attorneys,  lobbyists, 
expediters,  public  relations  firms,  and 
others  to  promote  projects  and  influence 
favorable  actions  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission,  the  Secretary, 
and  other  public  officials  would  be  eli¬ 
gible  for  80-percent  Federal  grants  and 
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loans.  Members  of  Congress  are  being 
asked  to  write  a  blank  check  for  what¬ 
ever  the  Secretary  decides  to  include  in 
eligible  expenses,  rather  than  Congress 
making  the  determination. 

The  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works  has  no  legislative  jurisdiction 
over,  or  expertise  on,  housing  legislation. 
The  new  grant  and  loan  program 
created  by  this  section  is  a  major  addi¬ 
tion  to  existing  housing  laws.  It  is  more 
far  reaching  than  the  mere  inclusion  of 
an  existing  program  in  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  Leg¬ 
islation  of  this  importance  should  not 
have  been  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  without  its  first  being 
considered  by  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency.  The  recommendations 
of  that  committee,  which  has  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  housing  legislation  and  years 
of  experience  in  the  field  of  housing, 
should  have  been  sought.  Housing  legis¬ 
lation  is  quite  complex  and  interrelated, 
and  the  need  for  this1  section  and  its 
effect  upon  existing  housing  laws  and 
programs  are  unknown. 

I  say  to  the  Members  this  is  probably 
the  worst  monstrosity  of  the  whole  bill. 
It  should  never  have  been  up  before  our 
committee.  We  do  not  claim  to  have  ex¬ 
pertise  in  banking  and  currency  and 
housing  problems.  It  never  should  have 
been  before  our  committee.  I  say  it 
should  be  taken  out  of  the  bill  and  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  proper  committee. 

It  is  not  good  legislation  in  the  first 
place. 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  pending  amendment  not  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
but  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency’s  Subcommittee 
on  Housing,  which  has  been  for  so  many 
years  now  deeply  concerned  with  this 
problem. 

Our  Subcommittee  on  Housing  has 
been  very  deeply  concerned  over  the  de¬ 
ficiency  of  decent  housing  for  low-  and 
moderate-income  families  in  the  United 
States — a  deficiency  which  despite  our 
efforts  has  grown  and  which  is  now  rec¬ 
ognized  as  a  national  problem  of  very 
real  magnitude. 

Poor  housing  is  not  only  a  problem  for 
our  cities — it  is  less  dramatic  but  just 
as  pervasive  in  many  if  not  in  most  of 
the  rural  areas  in  the  country. 

There  simply  can  be  no  argument 
whatever  but  that  poor  housing  is  a  par¬ 
ticular  problem  in  the  Appalachia  area 
and  it  is  one  of  the  longstanding  defi¬ 
ciencies  which  was  recognized  when  Con¬ 
gress  passed  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  new  section  207  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  would  strike  with 
his  amendment  seeks  to  be  responsive  to 
the  various  factors  which  have  resulted 
in  an  undersupply  of  decent  housing  for 
low-  and  moderate-income  families  in 
the  Appalachian  region. 

Let  me  say  that  that  problem  is  really 
not  so  much  with  respect  to  public  hous¬ 
ing — the  public  housing  program  has 
been  used  extensively  in  Appalachia  and 
some  77,000  housing  units  or  about  10 
percent  of  the  total  national  inventory 
of  public  housing  has  been  placed  under 
contract  in  the  Appalachian  region  since 
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the  initiation  of  the  program  back  in  the 
late  1930’s. 

The  critical  need  is  not  public  housing. 
The  critical  need  is  to  accommodate 
families  whose  incomes  are  just  high 
enough  to  disqualify  them  from  public 
housing  but  too  low  for  the  private  hous¬ 
ing  market. 

To  bridge  this  gap,  the  Congress  has 
initiated  a  number  of  programs,  prin¬ 
cipally  the  section  221  program  which 
provides  low-interest  mortgage  loans 
from  the  Federal  National  Insurance 
Association  to  nonprofit  sponsors  for 
permanent  financing  of  qualified  proj¬ 
ects  which  involve  e’ther  new  construc¬ 
tion  or  rehabilitation. 

This  is  not  a  new  program.  The  sec¬ 
tion  221  program  has  been  upon  the 
books  for  many  years.  The  plain  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  it  has  not  been  used 
in  the  Appalachian  region  for  a  number 
of  reasons  that  I  will  touch  upon. 

But  bear  in  mind  that  of  40,000  hous¬ 
ing  units  constructed  under  section  221, 
only  603  have  been  built  in  Appalachia. 
This  is  a  region  with  8V2  percent  of  the 
Nation’s  population  and  it  has  about  10 
percent  of  all  public  housing  but  as  was 
mentioned  a  moment  ago,  it  is  the  bene¬ 
ficiary  of  only  about  1.5  percent  of  sec¬ 
tion  221  housing  that  has  been 
constructed. 

There  are  two  reasons  for  this,  and 
this  is  what  the  gentleman  from  Florida, 
I  think,  misses.  It  seems  to  me  there  are 
two  reasons  why  section  221  has  not  been 
made  use  of  in, the  Appalachia  region. 
The  first  is  the  shortage  of  the  capital 
needed  by  nonprofit  corporations  to  pre¬ 
pare  their  plans.  The  second  is  the  short¬ 
age  of  managerial  competence  to  initiate 
and  manage  housing  projects. 

Section  207  of  the  bill  seeks  to  meet 
these  exact  problems  by  authorizing  the 
establishment  of  a  involving  fund — an 
Appalachian  housing  fund — totaling  up 
to  $5  million  for  loans  and  grants — and 
I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  that  he  knows 
they  are  principally  for' loans. 

Under  this  program,  loans  would  be 
available  for  up  to  80  percent  of  prelim¬ 
inary  costs  and  planning  of  projects  and 
obtaining  insured  mortgages  under  sec¬ 
tion  221  including  such  costs — and  they 
are  necessary  costs — as  costs  of  surveys, 
and  analysis  of  market  needs,  site  en¬ 
gineering  and  architectural  fees,  site  op¬ 
tions,  and  so  forth. 

In  most  cases  these  costs  would  be 
recoverable 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Ashley 
was  permitted  to  proceed  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  3  minutes.) 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  I  will  say  that  these 
costs  in  most  instances  would  be  recov¬ 
erable  when  a  construction  loan  is  made, 
and  repayments  would  be  made  to  the 
revolving  fund  administered  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment.  The  Secretary  would  be  authorized 
indeed,  as  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer]  has  pointed  out,  to  pre¬ 
scribe  the  terms  and  conditions  of  such 
loans.  But  there  is  nothing  new  or  rev¬ 
olutionary  about  that.  He  would  be  able 
to  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  part 
of  the  loan  which  he  finds  the  borrower 


would  be  unable  to  recover  from  the 
proceeds  on  a  mortgage  insured  under 
section  221.  But  we  are  talking  about 
essentially  a  revolving  fund  into  which 
we  would  put  $5  million  for  the  prelimi¬ 
nary  costs.  These  loans  would  be  recov¬ 
erable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  best  kind  of 
investment,  because  what  it  means  is 
that  the  money,  the  initial  $5  million, 
would  be  used  over  and  over  again,  and 
as  money  is  being  repaid  into  the  fund, 
it  would  be  used  to  help  new  sponsors  of 
new  projects.  So  I  say  that  if  we  are 
serious  about  meeting  the  need  for  low- 
and  moderate-income  family  housing  in 
an  area  of  the  country  where  this  kind 
of  housing  is  needed  most,  we  have  a 
device  here  that  is  a  tested  device,  and 
it  should  be  made  use  of. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Where  else  in  this  coun¬ 
try  can  a  citizen  borrow  without  in¬ 
terest  and  be  assured  by  law  that  he 
may  not  even  have  to  repay?  Where  else 
can  this  occur? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  There  is  an  assurance 
for  repayment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  by  the  Government, 
but  what  is  the  responsibility  of  the  in¬ 
dividual?  Where  else  in  the  country  can 
any  other  citizen  borrow  money  on  these 
terms? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  I  would  say  this  to  the 
gentleman:  He  must  understand  what 
the  221  program  is  about.  The  idea  is  to 
persuade  nonprofit  sponsors  to  under¬ 
take  the  construction  and  management 
of  hbusing  units  which  can  be  made 
available  to  moderate-income  families 
at  a  lower  rental  than  otherwise  would  be 
the  case,  because  of  the  very  fact  that 
the  sponsors  have  available  to  them  be¬ 
low  market  interest  rates  at  which  they 
borrow  the  money.  This  is  what  makes 
the  221  program  a  viable  program  for 
private  housing  for  low-income  families. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  there  is  one  thing  for  dead  sure 
and  certain,  that  on  the  money  made 
available  for  this  purpose,  and  in  case  of 
default,  the  taxpayers  of  all  the  country 
will  pay  the  interest  on  the  money.  Is 
that  not  so? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  The  $5  million? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  do  not  care  whether  it 
is  $5  million  or  5  cents. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Ashley 
was  permitted  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  I  understood  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  state  that  under  existing  law 
8  percent  of  the  housing  loans  that  have 
been  made  through  HUD  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region  have  been  made  for  a 
purpose  such  as  that  described  in  the 
bill.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  No,  I  said  that  with 
respect  to  public  housing,  for  the  Appa¬ 
lachia  area,  which  comprises  8  percent 
of  our  population,  approximately  10  per¬ 
cent  of  the  public  housing  units  have 
gone  to  this  area,  which  is  a  fair  alloca¬ 


tion.  But  under  the  221  program  for  this 
area,  where  we  have  8  percent  of  our 
population,  only  iy2  percent  of  all  221 
units  to  date  have  been  constructed, 
showing  a  great  disparity  in  the  use  of 
this  program. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  That  is  primarily  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  there  has  been  no 
real  attempt  to  get  nonprofit  organiza¬ 
tions  interested  in  this  program  and 
doing  something  about  it  in  that  area. 
Would  it  not  be  far  better  than  embark¬ 
ing  upon  this  new  program,  as  stated  in 
this  bill,  to  get  a  grant  from  the  Ford 
Foundation  and  have  them  do  for  the 
rural  areas  what  they  did  for  the  cities, 
and  come  in  with  recommendations 
along  this  line,  instead  of  spending 
money  that  we  will  have  to  spend  under 
this  new  program,  primarily  for  plan¬ 
ning  and  environmental  study? 

We  just  had  a  statement  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent — and  I  was  down  at  the  White 
House  when  he  gave  it  out — that  the  big 
insurance  companies  are  going  to  spend 
a  billion  dollars  to  go  into  the  cities  and 
help  the  hard-core  areas.  This  study 
could  be  done  with  respect  to  the  rural 
areas.  ! 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  this  has  gone  on  for 
quite  a  long  time  this  afternoon.  I  know 
it  is  interesting,  and  I  know  quite  a  few 
Members  will  be  interested  in  it,  but  I 
would  be  constrained  to  object  after  this 
2  minutes  which  has  already  been  re¬ 
quested.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my 
reservation  of  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  gentleman  is  recognized  for  2  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems 
to  me  under  existing  law  we  could  do  it, 
and  through  this  housing  proposal  we  are 
not  going  to  get  anywhere  except  be 
giving  away  money  for  expenses  that  are 
not  covered  under  existing  law,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  with  the  discount  included.  A 
dangerous  precedent  is  being  set.  What 
particularly  bothers  me  is  the  fact  that 
this  provides  for  more  than  Appalachia. 
This  bill  provides  extension  of  Appa¬ 
lachia  into  regions  that  have  absolutely 
no  relationship  to  Appalachia.  The  argu¬ 
ment  can  be  used,  if  this  bill  is  passed 
with  this  provision  in  it,  that  we  should 
extend  Appalachia  throughout  the  50 
States  and  use  the  same  approach 
throughout  the  50  States. 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
say  to  my  very  good  friend  from  New 
Jersey  that,  with  8  percent  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  and  only  one-and-a-half  percent 
of  all  the  221  units  located  in  Appalachia, 
it’s  clear  that  the  program  is  not  working 
there.  Why?  Because  there  are  not  spon¬ 
sors  who  are  coming  forth  to  engage  in 
the  program.  Why  are  they  not  coming 
forth?  There  has  been  study  put  to  this. 
It  is  known  that  the  preliminary  costs  of 
a  221  project  are  substantial.  There  are 
not  sufficient  sponsors  in  the  poor  regions 
of  Appalachia  to  undertake  these  pre¬ 
liminary  costs.  That  is  why  the  sponsors 
are  not  in  such  numbers  as  had  been 
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hoped.  We  say  this  proposal  is  prece¬ 
dent-shattering.  I  say  let  us  find  out  why 
this  program  has  not  been  working  and 
make  the  adjustments  necessary  to  help 
provide  the  decent  housing  so  badly 
needed  by  so  many  decent  citizens  living 
in  distress  in  the  Appalachian  region  of 
our  country. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  then  why 
should  our  committee  not  study  it  on  a 
nationwide  basis  rather  than  just  on  the 
basis  of  this  program? 

Mr.  MATHIAS  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  full  support  of 
S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act. 

When  this  legislation  was  initially  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress  in  1964  and  1965,  I 
joined  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  bill  because 
it  seemed  to  me  to  offer  gre^t  opportu¬ 
nities  for  meeting  the  human  needs  of 
the  people  of  Appalachia  and  promoting 
the  economic  development  of  a  region 
which  for  many  years  has  suffered  from 
high  unemployment,  low  growth  rates, 
poor  use  of  resources,  and  general  and 
persistent  depression. 

The  structure  of  the  program  enacted 
in  1965  then  seemed  to  be,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  as  important  as  the  substantive 
assistance  authorized.  This  act  proposed 
a  new  kind  of  economic  development 
program,  one  which  was  not  imposed 
from  outside,  but  which  rather  evolved 
out  of  the  plans  of  each  locality  and 
State,  tempered  by  the  deliberations  of 
officials  representing  all  States  and  the 
Federal  interest.  To  me  this  was  a  highly 
promising  advance  in  grants-in-aid,  a 
truly  federalistic  pyramid  through  which 
ideas  could  flow  upward  before  the  funds 
were  directed  down. 

I  can  report  that  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  during  the  past  2  years  has  come 
as  close  to  my  expectations  as  mortal 
men  have  a  right  to  expect.  In  the  three 
Maryland  counties  involved — Garrett, 
Allegany,  and  Washington — each  indi¬ 
vidual  project  has  been  based  on  solid 
planning  at  the  local  level,  with  the  able 
technical  assistance  of  the  State  through 
the  Western  Maryland  Regional  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Office  established 
under  the  act  by  the  Maryland  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Economic  Development,  Mr. 
Robert  G.  Gamer,  the  Maryland  repre¬ 
sentative  on  the  Commission,  and  Mr. 
Daniel  S.  J.  Rohrer,  Jr.,  the  head  of  the 
regional  development  office,  have  done 
an  excellent  job  in  working  with  local 
and  county  officials  and  private  groups  to 
develop  each  project  thoroughly  and 
prudently  before  submitting  an  applica¬ 
tion  for  funds. 

In  an  intensive  study  of  western 
Maryland  resources  prepared  by  a  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Maryland  committee  in  1965 
at  the  request  of  the  15-man  committee 
representing  Appalachian  Maryland,  the 
region’s  major  problems  were  summar¬ 
ized  as  follows: 

(1)  the  continued  expansion  of  economic 
opportunity  for  all  individuals, 

(2)  the  adequacy  of  the  public  sector  in 
terms  of  education,  planned  development, 
and  highway  access  relative  to  its  functions 
in  modern  society,  and 

(3)  improvement  of  resource  management 
at  all  levels  and  units  of  decision-making. 


The  committee  further  noted: 

As  a  result  of  lower  incomes  and  an  in¬ 
adequate  fiscal  base,  insufficient  revenue  has 
been  available  in  the  past  to  the  public 
sector  .  .  .  for  education,  health,  welfare,  and 
other  public  services  in  the  region.  As  a 
result,  citizens  of  Western  Maryland  have 
been  relatively  disadvantaged  in  developing 
their  own  capabilities  and  in  making  best 
use  of  the  economic  opportunities  which  do 
exist. 

In  light  of  these  observations,  it  is  ap¬ 
propriate  to  note  that  Maryland’s  pri¬ 
mary  emphasis  during  the  first  2  years  of 
the  Appalachian  program  has  been  on 
education  and  health.  Projects  aided  to 
date  include  two  county  vocational- 
technical  education  centers,  an  area 
agricultural  center,  and  three  hospitals 
and  nursing  homes._ Additional  health 
facilities  and  improvements  are  cur¬ 
rently  being  planned. 

Mr.  Chairman,  obviously  the  full  im¬ 
pact  of  these  projects  cannot  be  meas¬ 
ured  in  2  years.  Since  many  of  them  in¬ 
volve  construction,  it  will  be  some  time 
before  all  of  them  are  even  operating. 
It  is  possible,  however,  to  measure  at 
this  time  the  extent  to  which  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program,  including  the  supple¬ 
mental  aid  available  under  section  214, 
has  encouraged  county  and  local  officials 
in  western  Maryland,  has  enabled  them 
to  begin  projects  which  might  otherwise 
have  been  deferred  or  delayed,  and  has 
prompted  them  to  plan  coherently  and 
sensibly.  These  constructive  and  hopeful 
products  of  the  first  2  years  are  clearly 
visible. 

I  feel  that  continuation  of  this  act, 
as  provided  for  in  S.  602,  is  completely 
justified  and  most  important.  It  would 
be  tragic,  in  fact,  if  the  program  were 
not  continued,  for  the  gains  of  the  past 
2  years  would  to  a  large  degree  be  thrown 
away. 

In  addition  to  its  extended  authoriza¬ 
tions,  S.  602  also  contains  very  helpful 
provisions  for  increased  work  on  the  re¬ 
lated  problems  of  controlling  acid  mine 
pollution  and  reclaiming  surface  mines. 
Water  pollution — and  scenic  pollution — 
resulting  from  past  and  present  mining 
is  not  as  prevalent  in  western  Maryland 
as  in  some  other  parts  of  Appalachia,  but 
still  causes  grave  damage  to  the  re¬ 
sources  and  beauty  of  the  land.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  acid  mine  drainage  in  the  north 
branch  of  the  Potomac  threatens  to 
undermine  much  of  the  recreational  po¬ 
tential  of  the  Bloomington  Reservoir 
now  under  construction. 

The  provisions  of  S.  602  should  in¬ 
tensify  our  efforts  to  reduce  acid  mine 
drainage.  In  addition,  House  passage  of 
this  measure  should  reemphasize  to  the 
Federal  agencies  concerned,  and  particu¬ 
larly  to  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Ad¬ 
ministration,  the  determination  of  the 
Congress  that  strong  steps  should  be 
taken  without  delay  to  intensify  research 
into  remedial  measures.  In  this  regard,  I 
continue  to  be  disappointed  at  the  failure 
of  the  WPCA  to  initiate  an  acid  mine 
drainage  control  demonstration  project 
on  the  north  branch  or  its  tributaries. 
I  regret  that  there  has  been  no  sign  of 
action  from  that  agency  since  last  fall, 
when  I  was  notified  that  a  project  then 
planned  had  been  canceled  because  of 
renewed  mining  activity  in  the  area. 
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In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  have  the 
Record  show  that  I  am  extremely 
pleased,  as  are  my  constituents,  with  the 
way  this  program  has  operated.  I  have 
criticized  some  aspects  of  Federal  opera¬ 
tions  from  time  to  time,  and  have  called 
for  reforms  to  improve  intergovern¬ 
mental  communications  and  reduce  red- 
tape.  The  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  is  one  agency  which  has  man¬ 
aged  to  avoid  the  problems  which  have 
plagued  so  many  offices  and  tied  up  so 
many  worthwhile  programs.  The  Com¬ 
mission’s  relations  with  the  States  have 
been  consistently  excellent',  probably  be¬ 
cause  it  is  to  a  great  extent  a  creature 
of  the  States.  Its  responsiveness  to  local 
needs  is  most  commendable,  and  fully 
implements  the  intent  of  the  original  act. 
Finally,  the  agency’s  hospitality  to  local 
and  State  officials  and  congressional  in¬ 
quiries  has  been  outstanding. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  approve 
S.  602. 

(Mr,  MATHIAS  of  Maryland  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  take  the  5 
minutes  for  the  point  I  wish  to  make  is 
so  clear  cut  and  compelling  I  do  not  wish 
to  consume  my  colleague’s  time.  All 
through  the  years  in  the  heart  of  Ap¬ 
palachia,  one  of  our  principal  problems 
has  been  the  lack  of  housing.  I  have 
supported  housing  bills  here  since  1949, 
but,  by  and  large,  our  large  metropolitan 
areas  have  been  the  beneficiaries.  The 
heart  of  Appalachia  has  never  taken  full 
advantage  of  the  low-rent  public  housing. 
They  have  been  bypassed  by  all  the 
defense  spending.  There  is  hope  today, 
in  this  legislation  for  a  solution  to  hous¬ 
ing  in  the  small  needy  communities  of 
Appalachia. 

No  foundation  or  other  private  organi¬ 
zation  is  likely  to  invest  money  there  for 
the  rural  areas,  to  study  housing.  They 
have  not  done  it  in  the  past.  If  we  strike 
this  particular  section,  we  are  just  go¬ 
ing  to  delay  the  day  when  families  in 
Appalachia  will  receive  better  housing. 
Regardless  of  what  we  state  about  it, 
there  have  to  be  studies  made. 

This  section  in  the  bill  is  reasonable,  it 
is  feasible,  and  it  should  not  be  stricken. 
At  least  it  is  some  hope.  It  is  going  to  be 
a  long,  long  time  anyway  before  we  come 
up  with  any  reasonable  solution  to  the 
housing  problem  in  Appalachia.  It  would 
be  a  great  mistake  to  strike  this  provision 
from  the  bill. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  gentleman  on  his  excellent 
statement.  I  want  further  to  point  out 
that  we  in  the  committee  wrote  what  we 
regard  to  be  very  adequate  safeguards 
against  anyone  profiteering  on  this 
section. 

On  page  44  is  the  provision  that  no 
grant  shall  be  made  to  any  organization 
established  for  profit. 

Further  on  page  44  is  a  provision  that 
any  loan  made  to  an  organization  estab¬ 
lished  for  profit  shall  bear  interest  at 
the  going  market  rate. 
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Mr.  PERKINS.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  There  is  no  opportunity  here  for 
anyone  to  profit  from  the  $5  million  we 
authorize  here,  but  let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  that  I  believe 
these  funds  will  stimulate  economic  ac¬ 
tivities  and  benefits  to  the  area  and  the 
Nation  far  beyond  the  small  sum  we  are 
committing.  As  I  understand  the  legisla¬ 
tion,  the  proposal  will  first  have  to  have 
the  complete  concurrence  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Governors. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  MOORHEAD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment  and 
in  support  of  the  new  section  207,  which 
will  assist  private  sponsors  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  section  221  of  the  National  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  in  Appalachia. 

As  a  member  of  the  Housing  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  have  been  a  strong  supporter 
of  the  section  221  programs,  but  I  have 
learned  that  many  of  the  churches,  un¬ 
ions,  cooperatives,  and  service  associa¬ 
tions  which  would  sponsor  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  are  deterred 
by  the  large  initial  expenditure  that 
must  be  made  to  develop  an  application 
for  a  Federal  Housing  Administration 
housing  project.  In  the  case  of  a  $1  mil¬ 
lion,  221(d)(3),  rental  housing  project, 
the  costs  of  organization,  land  options, 
feasibility  studies,  and  architectural 
'  drawings  may  be  as  high  as  $40,000.  If 
the  Federal  Housing  Administration  does 
not  make  a  commitment  to  insure,  this 
private  nonprofit  organization  is  out 
$40,000  and  does  not  have  any  housing. 

In  connection  with  the  remarks  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  on 
August  7  of  this  year,  together  with  the 
gentleman'  from  Ohio'  [Mr.  Ashley]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Rettss],  I  introduced  a  bill  which  would 
authorize  this  type  of  program  on  a  na¬ 
tional  basis.  However,  I  believe  there  is 
ample  support  for  applying  this  first  only 
to  Appalachia. 

The  gentlemen  who  have  preceded  me 
in  the  well  have  pointed  out  that  Appa¬ 
lachia  has  8  Vz  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
population  and  only  iy2  percent  of  the 
221  housing  units.  This  is  because  the 
area  does  not  have  the  capital  and  does 
not  have  the  know-how  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  these  programs.  The  only  thing 
left  is  either  to  have  rural  slums  or  pub¬ 
lic  housing. 

I  believe  in  private  housing  for  low- 
and  moderate-income  families,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  amendment  should  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania.  * 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  I  com¬ 
pliment  the  gentleman  on  his  excellent 
statement,  because  he  is  pointing  out 
that  the  people  under  the  Appalachia 
program  do  need  this  kind  of  assistance. 
The  people  in  upper  Appalachia,  the  back 
hills  and  mountains  and  valleys,  are  fine, 
good,  hard-working  people,  and  do  need 
this  assistance. 


Mr.  WIDNALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  WIDNALL.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
bill  covers  more  than  nonprofit  orga¬ 
nizations,  and  enlarges  the  coverage  to 
profit  organizations? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  But,  as  I  recall, 
there  is  a  requirement  that  the  profit 
organizations,  if  they  take  advantage  of 
this  section,  must  pay  a  full  rate  of  in¬ 
terest. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  They  can  get  loans  for 
discounts,  so  they  get  a  full  rate  of  in¬ 
terest  and  then  take  the  interest  they 
have  to  pay  off  in  the  form  of  a  dis¬ 
count.  What  difference  does  it  make? 

I  cannot  understand  how  anybody  on 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
could  stand  up  to  say  that  the  Federal 
Government  ought  to  subsidize  and  legal¬ 
ize  discounts  in  this  manner. 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  We  have  had  ex¬ 
perience  with  the  221  program,  and  we 
have  found  it  to  be  successful.  If  this 
section  will  promote  the  use  of  221  hous¬ 
ing  in  Appalachia,  then  I  am  in  favor  of 
it. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

I  rise,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment,  first.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Moorhead]  on  his  statement,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  is  well  stated. 

Second,  I  should  like,  to  point  out  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays] 
authoritative  information  on  the  excel¬ 
lent  record  of  Pennsylvania  on  highway 
safety.  The  gentleman,  as  I  recall,  spoke 
about  certain  risks  on  Pennsylvania 
highways,  particularly  Interstate  High¬ 
way  No.  70  as  well  as  the  Pennsylvania 
Turnpike.  In  connection  with  the  turn¬ 
pike  the  purport  of  the  remarks  generally 
was  that  if  a  person  wants  to  see  what  the 
safety  record  is  look  at  the  bodies  along 
the  road,  and  referred  to  the  western 
part  of  the  turnpike  as  suicide  alley. 

In  rebuttal  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  I  have  very  interesting  figures  from 
Frank  Blakesle,  chief  of  information  and 
education  of  Pennsylvania  Bureau  of 
Traffic  Safety. 

Over  the  long  Labor  Day  weekend 
Pennsylvania  had  25  deaths  through  au¬ 
tomobile  accidents,  Michigan  had  44, 
California  57,  Illinois  15,  Ohio  20,  which 
is  a  very  good  record.  New  York  had  41, 
Texas  46,  Indiana  18,  and  that  is  a  long 
weekend.  Looking  at  the  accident  fre¬ 
quency  rate  with  automobile  fatalities 
per  100  million  vehicle  miles,  I  give  these 
figures  from  the  National  Safety  Council 
whose  principal  office  is  located  in  Chi¬ 
cago.  Under  these  figures  Pennsylvania 
had  4.4  fatal  accidents  per  100  million 
vehicle  miles  in  1966  and  the  rate  is 
down  to  4.1  in  1967. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Not  at 
present,  but  I  will  when  I  get  through 
with  my  statement. 

So  Pennsylvania  had  a  4.4  automobile 


death  rate  in  1966  per  100  million  vehi¬ 
cle  miles,  Ohio  had  5.4  in  1966,  which  is 
a  death  rate  25  percent  higher  than 
Pennsylvania.  New  York  had  4.8,  Michi¬ 
gan  5.3,  New  Jersey  3.4,  Maryland  4.6, 
West  Virginia,  6.9,  Florida  6.2,  Iowa  6.6, 
Delaware  4.9,  Texas  6.2,  Virginia  5.2,  In¬ 
diana  5.7,  Illinois  5.2,  California  4.8. 

In  fact,  Pennsylvania  had  the  lowest 
accident  rate  of  any  of  the  big  eight 
States  populationwise.  These  States 
are  California,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Michi¬ 
gan,  and  New  York,  including  Ohio, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Texas. 

These  are  the  statistics  of  State  pub¬ 
lic  roads,  streets,  and  highways.  Our 
Pennsylvania  Turnpike  is  not  under  our 
State  Highway  Department,  but  is  sepa¬ 
rate  under  the  Pennsylvania  Turnpike 
Commission,  an  independent'  body.  This 
is  the  granddaddy  of  all  turnpikes.  It  is 
one  of  the  original  U.S.  turnpikes.  So  it 
is  old,  but  at  is  now  being  modernized. 

What  is  the  record  on  the  Pennsylvania 
Turnpike?  Daniel  Starry,  Safety  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Pennsylvania  Turnpike  has 
given  me  the  figures  compiled  officially 
by  the  National  Safety  Council.  We  find 
that  fatal  accidents  per  100  million  vehi¬ 
cle  miles  in  1966  were  1.6.  On  all  automo¬ 
bile  accidents,  the  figure  is  2.4  accidents 
per  100  million  vehicle  miles  on  the  turn¬ 
pike.  Unfortunately,  Ohio  had  on  its 
turnpike  a  rate  of  fatalities  of  2.7  in 
1966.  That  is  much  above  Pennsylvania. 
Unfortunately,  West  Virginia,  which  cer¬ 
tainly  needs  Appalachia,  had  16.2  fatal 
accidents  per  100  million  vehicle  miles 
in  1966.  We  must  help  open  up  the  hills 
of  West  Virginia,  and  make  the  high¬ 
ways  and  roads  safe. 

The  New  York  Thruway  record  was 
good  in  1966.  It  had  3.1  per  100  million 
vehicle  miles.  The  New  Jersey  Turnpike 
had  the  same  record  as  Pennsylvania, 
1.6.  Unfortunately  this  rate  has  gone  up 
to  2.9  in  1967,  as  has  the  Pennsylvania 
Turnpike  for  the  same  period.  The  over¬ 
all  accident  rate  on  these  two  turnpikes 
has  not  gone  up  in  1967. 

The  Garden  State  Parkway  in  New 
Jersey  was  excellent.  It  had  a  1.4  death 
rate  in  1966. 

The  Atlantic  City  Expressway,  how¬ 
ever,  had  6.5  deaths  per  100  million  miles 
in  1966,  and  this  rate  is  down  to  3.8  so 
far  in  1967. 

The  Florida  Sunshine  State  Parkway 
in  1966  had  a  rate  of  3.8. 

In  Virginia  they  had  a  1966  record  of 
5.2  fatalities  on  the  Richmond-Peters- 
burg  Parkway,  which  fortunately  has 
been  reduced  to  three  so  far  in  1967. 

I  think  we  are  doing  a  pretty  good  job 
on  traffic  safety  in  Pennsylvania.  We 
would  like  to  have  you  all  come  and  go 
through  good  old  Pennsylvania  on  your 
way  to  Ohio  and  back  and  forth  to  your 
homes.  Stay  and  see  beautiful  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  53 -percent  woodlands  yet,  and 
meet  our  friendly  people. 

I  am  glad  to  report  to  the  House  that 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays] 
and  I  have  been  traveling  back  and  forth 
over  these  Pennsylvania  highways.  I  go 
to  Pittsburgh  in  southwestern  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  and  he  to  Ohio  through  the  good 
town  of  Steubenville.  I  do  not  believe  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays]  has 
had  an  accident  in  Pennsylvania  yet  and 
neither  have  I  in  our  20  years  of  travel. 
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We  welcome  you  to  come  through  Penn¬ 
sylvania  and  hope  you  have  a  good  op¬ 
portunity  to  see  our  State.  We  think  we 
are  doing  a  pretty  good  job,  with  fine 
employment,  and  progress. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HAYS.  If  the  gentleman  were  pay¬ 
ing  attention  to  what  I  said,  I  was  only 
talking  about  the  90-mile  section  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Turnpike  between  Breeze - 
wood  and  New  Stanton,  on  which  section 
they  run  Interstate  70,  which  makes  it  a 
terribly  overcrowded  piece  of  highway. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Yes,  but 
we  have  over  300  miles  of  Pennsylvania 
Turnpike,  and  there  were  only  24  deaths 
in  the  whole  year  of  1966  on  that  whole 
300  miles.  I  wish  Ohio  had  the  same  rec¬ 
ord  on  both  its  turnpikes  and  its  general 
highways  as  Pennsylvania  has  on  each. 
We  will  stand  up  to  be  counted,  and  we 
hope  we  can  do  better  next  year. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Will  the  gentleman  yield 
again? 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Cer¬ 
tainly  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Your  statistics  have  not 
been  applied  to  the  particular  problem. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  anyone  can  get 
up  and  reel  off  a  lot  of  statistics.  But  I 
am  talking  about  one  section.  Can  you 
justify  putting  a  part  of  the  new  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System  over  the  turn¬ 
pike? 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  We 
must  say  to  you  in  Ohio  that  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Turnpike  was  built  with  no 
Federal  funds  whatsoever  but  yet  Penn¬ 
sylvania  cannot  in  the  U.S.  interstate 
highway  program  even  get  credit  for 
the  expenditures  which  were  made  by  the 
great  State  of  Pennsylvania  toward  the 
construction  of  the  Pennsylvania  Turn¬ 
pike. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

(Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania,  by 
unanimous  consent,  was  allowed  to  re¬ 
vise  his  remarks  and  proceed  for  1  ad¬ 
ditional  minute.) 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  Mr.  Chairman,  highway  safety 
is  a  very  fine  record  in  Pennsylvania. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  HAYS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fulton] 
reeled  off  an  impressive  set  of  statistics. 
However,  Mr.  Chairman,  none  of  those 
statistics  touched  upon  the  problems 
about  which  I  was  talking. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  the  members  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  know  the  old  story 
about  “figures  do  not  lie” — and  I  shall 
not  finish  the  balance  of  that  axiom,  be¬ 
cause  it  would  be  a  violation  of  the  rules 
of  the  House.  However,  the  proof  of  the 
matter  is  that  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  skirted  all  around  the  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  quarrel  with 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania.  If  they  can 


get  the  Federal  Commissioner  of  High¬ 
ways  or  their  own  State  commissioner  to 
permit  the  operation  of  U.S.  70  over 
antiquated,  delapidated,  pre-World  War 
II  highways — then  that  is  another  mat¬ 
ter.  My  criticism  was  directed  to  the  par¬ 
ticular  section  of  the  highway  involved. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  it  is  a 
valid  criticism.  It  is  my  further  opinion 
that  anyone  who  has  ever  traveled  that 
particular  stretch  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Turnpike  will’  agree  with  me  that  it  is 
terribly  overcrowded.  I  came  back  on  it 
last  Sunday  evening  and  it  was  real¬ 
ly  overcrowded  and  represented  a  very 
dangerous  situation.  I  had  in  company 
with  me  some  other  people  who  stated 
that  this  was  the  worst  kind  of  experi¬ 
ence  trafficwise  through  which  they  had 
ever  gone,  not  because  of  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  but  because  of  the  fact 
that  the  highway  was  so  congested,  clut¬ 
tered,  and  massed  with  trucks.  It  was 
really  a  nightmare  for  me  to  undertake 
to  navigate  this  particular  stretch  of 
road.  Other  vehicles  were  cutting  in  and 
out,  they  were  passing  on  the  wrong 
side,  and  it  represented  a  real  potential¬ 
ly  tragic  situation  and  a-  highly  over¬ 
traveled  portion  of  highway.  We  were 
witness  to  two  accidents  on  that  particu¬ 
lar  Sunday  night.  Also,  I  witnessed  an¬ 
other  accident  several  weeks  ago  in  which 
several  people  were  burned  to  death  right 
on  this  particular  90-mile  stretch  of 
highway. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  only  criti¬ 
cism  I  have  of  this  particular  situation. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  For 
how  many  years  has  the  gentleman  been 
traveling  this  highway  without  an  acci¬ 
dent? 

Mr.  HAYS.  Well,  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  I  am  a  good  driver,  but  that  does 
not  have  anything  to  do  with  the  high¬ 
way  itself. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Cramer 
and  Mr.  Wright. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  99,  noes 
103. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  proceed  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object — and  I  shall  not 
object,  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman — but 
could  I  respectfully  ask  for  a  recapitula¬ 
tion  of  that  teller  vote,  relating  to  the 
addition  of  the  figures  by  the  Chair? 
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I  believe  I  announced  87  at  the  outset, 
and  then  there  were  16  additional. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  YATES.  Does  not  the  request  come 
too  late? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  the  Chan-  heard  83  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive  on  the  first  announcement,  and  the 
Clerk  also  understood  83. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  thank  the  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  believe  that  what  I  am  going  to  say  is 
in  order,  but  it  does  not  relate  to  the 
subject  matter  of  the  bill. 

I  shall  make  some  observations  on 
propriety,  especially  in  relation  to  the 
honor  and  the  dignity  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

It  is  my  suspicion  that  there  may  have 
been  some  political  motivation  in  earlier 
remarks  on  a  press  release,  in  which  it 
was  said,  mention  was  made  of  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  of  the  House.  I  do  not  know 
whether  there  was  a  press  release,  and 
whether  it  referred  to  the  minority 
leader  in  an  improper  manner,  but  if  a 
press  release  were  sent  out  that  ques¬ 
tioned  the  integrity  or  the  motivation  of 
the  minority  leader  of  this  body,  I  would 
bitterly  resent  it.  I  do  not  believe  in 
fighting  with  mud.  That  is  not  the  way 
in  which  democratic  government  func¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  me  the  minority 
leader  is  a  great  American.  To  me  the 
minority  whip  is  a  great  American.  Just 
as  the  Speaker  of  this  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  John  McCormack,  is  a  great 
American,  and  Carl  Albert  is  a  great 
American,  and  Hale  Boggs  is  a  great 
American.  They  are  all  great  Americans, 
and  the  honor  and  the  dignity  of  the 
distinguished  body  to  which  we  all  be¬ 
long  is  assailed  under  any  one  of  them 
is  questioned  as  to  his  sincerity. 

When  you  reflect  upon  the  minority 
leadership,  I  do  not  like  it  because  you 
are  reflecting  upon  the  honor  and  integ¬ 
rity  of  this  body. 

I  was  glad  that  one  of  the  Republican 
Members  in  supporting  the  legislation, 
paid  tribute  to  Dr.  Weaver,  who  is  a 
gentleman  of  the  highest  quality  and  of 
terrific  ability.  I  know  that  he  would 
be  the  last  person  in  the  world  to  ap¬ 
prove  a  press  release  to  bring  into  ques¬ 
tion  the  sincerity  or  the  integrity  of  any 
Member  of  this  body,  especially  one 
placed  by  his  party  colleagues  in  a  high 
position  of  leadership. 

I  am  a  native  son  of  Michigan.  I  am 
proud  that  my  native  State  has  the  dis¬ 
tinction  of  having  as  minority  leader  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  Gerry 
Ford. 

I  have  lived  for  many  years  in  Illinois 
and  have  served  the  State  of  my  adoption 
and  the  native  State  of  my  sons  for  a 
long,  long  time  and  I  regard  Les  Arends 
as  one  of  the  great  sons  of  Illinois.  I  am 
proud  he  is  in  a  position  of  leadership 
though  he  is  not  in  my  party.  I  would 
resent  anybody  bringing  into  question 
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his  integrity  or  his  sincerity.  We  are 
blessed  with  the  two-party  system  and 
this  assures  us  of  a  full  presentment  on 
all  issues,  but  we  can  disagree  as  gentle¬ 
men. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  may  be  out  of 
order  but  I  shall  suggest  what  is  in  my 
heart  and  I  think  in  the  hearts  and  minds 
of  my  colleagues — that  at  this  moment 
everybody  in  this  Chamber  stand  up  in 
tribute  to  Gerry  Ford — in  tribute  to 
John  McCormack — in  tribute  to  Les 
Arends — in  tribute  to  Carl  Albert  and 
to  Hale  Boggs — in  tribute  to  our  leader¬ 
ship  on  both  sides. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  for  this  show  of 
unanimity  in  the  faith  we  feel  in  our 
leadership  of  the  majority  and  of  the 
minority,  always  of  course  reserving  the 
right  to  disagree  strictly  on  the  merit  of 
the  issues. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SCHWENGEL 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Schwengel: 
On  page  40,  strike  out  line  15  and  all  that 
follows  through  and  including  line  21. 

Renumber  succeeding  sections  and  refer¬ 
ences  thereto  accordingly. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
time  on  this  amendment  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  be  limited  to  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  remind  the  House  that  I  have 
participated  in  the  consideration  of  this 
legislation  from  the  beginning,  from  the 
time  it  came  before  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  in  1964,  and  I  have  been 
avidly  interested  in  its  objective.  So 
whatever  position  I  have  taken,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  position  of  the  minority,  is  not 
to  be  interpreted  as  being  against  the 
stated  objectives  of  this  legislation.  Our 
position  is  one  that  is  stating  that  we  be¬ 
lieve  this  is  inadequate,  unfair,  and 
smacks  of  favoritism,  because  it  does  not 
treat  comparable  situations  throughout 
the  United  States  in  the  same  way  as  it 
treats  the  Appalachian  area. 

My  amendment  deals  with  the  conser¬ 
vation  section,  section  203  of  the  1965  act 
and  section  112  of  S.  602,  as  reported, 
specifically  with  watershed  protection 
projects.  As  I  said  when  I  spoke  on  this 
legislation  in  the  general  debate,  I  sin¬ 
cerely  believe  that  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  gives  preferential  treatment  to  the 
Appalachian  area.  One  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  examples  of  that — and  there  are 
many  of  them  that  I  think  have  been 
brought  to  your  attention  very  well  today 
by  the  minority — is  in  the  area  of 
agriculture. 

Under  the  Appalachian  legislation, 
funds  have  been  appropriated  to  start 
construction  on  10  watershed  projects  in 
Appalachia  that  most  probably  would  not 
have  been  started  otherwise.  I  would  like 
to  suggest,  and  I  think  the  evidence  is 
clear — and  especially  those  who  live  in 


agricultural  areas,  the  breadbasket,  will 
understand  this — that  if  there  is  any¬ 
where  in  this  country  where  10  extra 
watersheds  are  needed,  it  is  in  the  rich 
farm  areas  of  the  Midwest,  where  soil  and 
water  are  much  more  valuable  than  in 
Appalachia. 

At  the  present  time  we  are  hoping  to 
complete  the  protection  of  small  water¬ 
sheds  in  this  country  by  the  year  2000; 
and  unless  the  present  rate  of  work  is 
stepped  up,  this  goal  will  not  be  met.  It  is 
essential  that  it  be  met.  The  cost-benefit 
ratio  of  this  kind  of  program  in  the  Mid¬ 
west  area,  where  we  are  losing  the  best 
sail  every  year  by  millions  of  tons  down 
the  streams  and  on  down  into  the  Delta 
area,  is  very  favorable  to  the  building 
of  projects  there.  The  loss  of  natural 
resources  presently  is  irretrievable,  and 
it  ought  to  concern  us  more  than  it  does. 

•  This  program  and  this  section  gives 
preferential  treatment  to  Appalachia  in 
the  area  of  agriculture.  My  amendment 
would  not  handicap  them  in  the  least. 
Their  present  programs  would  go  for¬ 
ward,  but  on  an  equal  and  equitable 
basis  with  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 

I  suggest  to  you  again — as  can  be 
borne  out  by  the  statistics — that  Appa¬ 
lachia  is  not  the  breadbasket  of  this 
country  by  any  stretch  of  the  imagina¬ 
tion.  A  good  deal  of  the  farmland  in  this 
area  is  marginal,  to  say  the  least,  and 
yet  by  this  legislation  we  are  doing  more 
for  soil  and  water  conservation  there 
than  anywhere  else  in  the  country. 
Nothing  demonstrates  more  to  my  mind 
the  misplaced  priorities  set  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  under  the  Appalachia  pro¬ 
gram  than  the  favoritism  it  shows  in 
the  areas  of  watershed  development. 

In  the  last  few  years  the  Mississippi 
River  has  been  flooding  with  all  too  fre¬ 
quent  regularity.  In  the  low  lying  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  basin  we  simply  cannot 
build  big  reservoirs  such  as  those  built 
on  the  Missouri  'River.  The  cost,  because 
of  population  density  and  the  rich  farm¬ 
land  which  lies  in  this  area,  would  also 
be  too  prohibitive.  One  way,  and  one  of 
the  best  ways  to  control  the  potential 
floodwaters  in  this  area,  is  through  a 
completed  small  upstream  watershed 
development  program,  so  that  we  could 
control  the  rain  where  it  falls,  in  the 
upper  reaches  of  our  streams.  It  would 
give  us  an  opportunity  to  take  full  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  raindrop  where  it  falls. 

I  remind  you  that  these  floods  we  have 
periodically  in  the  whole  Mississippi 
River  Valley  area,  including  the  Ohio 
River  Valley  area,  costs  us  millions 
yearly,  and  the  quicker  we  get  at  the 
watershed  program  in  that  area,  the 
better  it  will  be  for  the  country. 

I  suggest  to  you  that  this  is  unjustified 
favoritism,  and  I  urge  you  to  vote  for 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  oppose  the  amendment.  I  am 
quite  surprised  that  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  insists  upon  the  slogan  which  he 
has  employed  of  “favoritism.”  Yesterday 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Duncan]  placed  in  the  Record  figures 
showing  the  disparity  of  Federal  funds 
being  invested  in  soil  conservation  in 
Iowa  and  other  States  and  the  State  of 
Tennessee.  For  example,  the  Federal  per 


capita  investment  in  Iowa  is  $75.85.  In 
the  State  of  Tennessee  it  is  $9.96. 

If  there  is  any  favoritism  being  utilized 
in  our  Government,  the  gentleman  is  the 
recipient  of  that  bounty.  The  way  to  go 
about  making  a  reassessment  and  reap¬ 
praisal  is  for  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
to  offer  a  bill  in  which  he  wants  to  equal¬ 
ize  all  the  payments  to  agricultural  pur¬ 
suits.  Let  me  remind  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  of  something  further.  We  are 
spending  an  average  of  over  $65  million 
a  year  on  the  Mississippi  River.  It  re¬ 
ceives  more  money  annually,  and  has, 
than  any  other  river  because  of  the 
great  need  on  that  river. 

Now,  to  come  up  and  say  because  the 
people  in  Appalachia  have  not  fully  em¬ 
ployed  the  soil  conservation  uses  and 
practices,  that  they  should  be  denied, 
because  they  are  going  to  take  it  from 
some  other  area,  is  without  foundation. 
Let  us  get  along  with  the  business  of 
trying  to  achieve  the  very  things  the  gen¬ 
tleman  says  this  country  should  have. 

I  hope  the  amendment  is  defeated. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
distinguished  Speaker. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  to  realize  that  we  are  considering 
in  this  bill  a  very  wide  area  of  our  own 
country,  in  which  millions  of  Americans 
who  are  human  beings  live,  who  have  for 
decades  and  decades  been  living  under 
economically  depressed  conditions — 
chronically  so. 

’  This  is  not  special  treatment,  as  my 
friend  from  Iowa  said  in  his  remarks.  I 
come  from  Massachusetts.  I  have  voted 
for  every  farm  bill.  There  are  no  farms 
in  my  district.  I  did  not  think  I  was  giv¬ 
ing  them  special  treatment.  I  considered 
it  was  in  the  national  interest  of  our 
country.  It  is  only  within  the  last  few 
weeks  that  we  have  programed  impor¬ 
tant  projects  for  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  and  they  passed  this  House. 
They  are  located  in  other  sections  of  the 
country,  and  I  voted  for  them.  If  there 
was  a  rollcall  vote  and  a  tie  vote,  I  would 
have  voted  for  them.  But  I  do  not  con¬ 
sider  that  I  was  giving  special  treatment 
to  the  great  areas  of  our  country  where 
we  developed  dams  for  flood  control  and 
conservation  for  the  protection  of  life 
and  property  of  our  citizens  and  in  the 
development  of  our  great  rivers.  I  con¬ 
sider  those  projects  are  in  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  our  country  and  the  people  of 
our  country. 

So  if  we  apply  the  rule  of  special  treat¬ 
ment,  every  bill  up  here  that  does  not 
concern  our  section  of  the  country  we 
could  vote  against  simply  because  of  the 
term  “special  treatment.”  So  this  is  not 
special  treatment.  It  seems  to  me  to  be 
justice  under  the  circumstances,  appli¬ 
cable  to  a  wide  area  of  our  country  in 
which  millions  of  fine  Americans  live. 

I  join  with  my  friend  from  Alabama 
in  expressing  the  strong  hope  that  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 
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Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
do  not  have  the  time  to  answer.  There 
are  some  logical  answers  to  the  state¬ 
ments  made  by  both  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  and  the  distinguished  Speaker. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks  following  those  state¬ 
ments  by  these  gentlemen. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  SCHWENGEL  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Schwengel]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CLEVELAND 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cleveland:  On 
page  55,  after  line  10  insert  the  following: 

“(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating 
to  the  counties  in  Alabama  the  following: 

“  ‘In  Connecticut,  the  county  of  Litch¬ 
field; 

“(3)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating 
■to  the  counties  in  Kentucky  the  following: 

“  ‘In  Maine,  the  counties  of  Aroostook, 
Franklin,  Oxford,  Penobscot,  Piscataquis,  and 
Somerset;’;”. 

On  page  55,  line  11,  strike  "(2)  ”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  ‘‘(4)  ”. 

On  page  55,  after  line  12  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

‘‘In  Massachusetts,  the  counties  of  Berk¬ 
shire  and  Franklin;  ” 

On  page  55,  strike  out  lines  18  through 
and  including  21  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following : 

‘‘In  New  Hampshire,  the  counties  of  Bel¬ 
knap,  Carroll,  Cheshire,  Coos,  Grafton,  Mer¬ 
rimack,  and  Sullivan; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Albany, 
Allegany,  Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Cayuga, 
Chautauqua,  Chemung,  Chenango,  Clinton, 
Columbia,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Dutchess,  Es¬ 
sex,  Franklin,  Fulton,  Greene,  Hamilton, 
Herkimer,  Jefferson,  Lewis,  Livingston,  Madi¬ 
son,  Montgomery,  Oneida,  Onondaga,  On¬ 
tario,  Oswego,  Otsego,  Rensselaer,  St.  Law¬ 
rence,  Saratoga,  Schenectady,  Schoharie, 
Schuyler,  Seneca,  Steuben,  Sullivan,  Tioga, 
Tompkins,  Ulster,  Warren,  Washington, 
Wyoming,  and  Yates;”. 

On  page  55,  line  22,  strike  out  “(3)”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “(5)”. 

On  page  55,  line  24,  change  the  period  to 
a  semicolon  and  insert  “and”  at  the  end  of 
the  line. 

On  page  55,  after  line  24  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(6)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating 
to  the  counties  in  Tennessee  the  following: 

“  ‘All  the  counties  of  Vermont;’.” 

Mr.  CRAMER  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  be  considered  as 
read. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject.  We  want  to  know  what  is  in  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
wish  to  object,  but  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
quire  if  the  gentleman  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  can  list  all  these  counties  in  5 
minutes? 

Mr.  CRAMER,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  request. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of  the 
amendment. 


Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
time  be  limited  on  this  amendment  and 
all  amendments  thereto  to  10  minutes. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  appropriate  that  I  offer  this 
amendment  just  following  the  debate  on 
the  previous  amendment.  I  should  like  to 
place  perhaps  particular  emphasis  on  the 
words  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 

I  was  very  impressed  by  the  Speaker’s 
remarks.  He  said  he  had  voted  for  many 
bills  that  left  out  his  district  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts.  I  want 
to  assure  him  that,  included  in  my 
amendment,  which  brings  into  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region  what  many  of  us  con¬ 
sider  to  be  the  crowning  glory  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Mountain  Range — for  we  are 
including  the  Berkshire  Mountains,  and 
beautiful  Mount  Greylock.  My  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Conte],  who  repre¬ 
sents  the  Berkshire  area,  fully  and 
strongly  supports  my  proposal. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Speaker. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  did  not  say  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  was  left  out,  I  said  “which 
did  not  concern  Massachusetts.” 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

I  did  want  the  Speaker  to  know  that 
the  Berkshire  Mountains  may  now  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  Appalachia,  as  every  dictionary 
and  geographic  definition  has  already 
^placed  them  in  the  Appalachian  chain. 

This  is  true  also  of  the  Katahdin 
Mountain  Range  in  Maine,  the  White 
Mountains  in  New  Hampshire,  the  Green 
Mountains  in  Vermont,  the  Catskill  and 
Adirondacks  of  New  York. 

If  we  are  to  have  an  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion,  let  us  have  all  of  it.  What  they  have 
done  with  the  Appalachian  region  is  that 
they  have  decapitated  this  beautiful 
range  of  mountains  and  cut  off  the  most 
beautiful  part  of  it. 

My  amendment  would  right  this  situa¬ 
tion.  It  would  bring  into  Appalachia  all 
of  Appalachia. 

Because  of  constant  remarks,  particu¬ 
larly  from  the  majority,  that  this  is  not 
special-treatment  legislation,  surely  there 
can  be  no  objection  to  doing  this. 

I  thought  at  first  that  the  committee 
would  accept  the  amendment.  It  calls  for 
no  new,  additional  expenditures.  It  will 
be  quite  a  while,  of  course,  before  these 
States  and  counties  can  be  cranked  up 
and  be  brought  under  the  expenditure 
process. 

If  we  are  to  have  an  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion,  it  is  only  logical  and  fair  to  have  it 
include  all  of  the  Appalachian  chain. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  do  not  yield.  You 
will  have  to  get  your  own  time. 

I  want  to  say  this:  This  map,  this  con¬ 
tour  map,  which  I  have  here,  shows  con¬ 
clusively  that  the  areas  I  have  called  to 
your  attention  are  a  part  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Range.  The  words  “Appa¬ 
lachian  Mountains”  are  written  across 


these  areas  of  the  country  that  I  seek  to 
bring  into  the  program.  But  even  more 
Important,  more  logical  and  compelling, 
is  the  fact  that  Congressman  McEwen 
and  I,  who  both  serve  on  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  and  who  listened  faith¬ 
fully  to  the  evidence  in  support  of  Ap¬ 
palachia  through  the  long  hearings  2 
years  ago,  came  to  the  same  conclusion. 
When  they  were  describing  the  hill  coun¬ 
try  of  western  Pennsylvania,  western 
North  Carolina,  and  other  parts  of  Ap¬ 
palachia,  they  were  also  describing  in 
great  detail,  in  precise  detail,  the  prob¬ 
lems  facing  northern  New  England  and 
northern  New  York. 

At  one  time  these  areas  too  had  forest- 
based  industry  and  a  fine  farming  indus¬ 
try,  but  outmigration  has  taken  its  toll. 
Many  of  the  counties  and  towns  in  north¬ 
ern  New  England  and  northern  New 
York  now  have  populations  that  are  only 
half  of  what  they  were  back  in  the  1850’s. 
These  people  went  out  and  founded  the 
West  and  made  our  cities  great,  but  they 
have  left  northern  New  England  and 
northern  New  York  with  precisely  the 
same  problems  that  have  been  so  mov¬ 
ingly  portrayed  here  by  the  gentlemen 
from  Texas  and  Oklahoma.  Everything 
they  have  said  in  support  of  the  Appala¬ 
chia  program  can  be  said  of  the  northern 
New  England  region. 

If  we  are  going  to  be  fair  and  if  we 
are  going  to  be  honest  with  ourselves, 
how  can  you  deny  to  this  part  of  the 
Appalachian  region  the  same  treatment 
that  you  are  giving  to  the  rest  of  the 
region?  This  amendment  of  mine  puts 
to  a  square  test  whether  or  not  this  House 
will  be  fully  fair  to  this  region  or  only 
partially  fair  to  part  of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
my  amendment,  which  is  based  not  only 
on  geographic  considerations  but  on  the 
economic  facts  that  actually  exist  in 
northern  New  England  and  northern  New 
York. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  well  understand 
the  ambitions  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Hampshire.  I  think  he  is  to  be  com¬ 
mended  in  wanting  to  obtain  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  Appalachia,  because  that  is  an 
acknowledgment  within  itself  that  Ap¬ 
palachia  must  be  doing  a  very  splendid 
job. 

The  gentleman  supported  title  V  of  the 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  as 

I  recall  it,  because  it  provides  in  title  V 
that  a  regional  commission  of  New  Eng¬ 
land,  which  includes  Connecticut,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode 
Island,  and  Vermont,  be  set  up.  In  title 

II  of  this  bill  we  are  developing  the  same 
type  of  program  as  is  contained  in  title  I 
of  the  bill.  So  what  the  gentleman  is  ad¬ 
vocating  today  is  that  he  is  not  satisfied 
with  the  New  England  regional  commis¬ 
sion  arrangement  to  obtain  the  same  re¬ 
sults  as  in  Appalachia,  but  he  wants  New 
England  to  be  placed  in  Appalachia  it¬ 
self.  So  for  that  reason  I  see  no  justifi¬ 
cation  for  the  committee  taking  away 
the  organizational  processes  and  tech¬ 
niques  which  have  been  used  in  develop¬ 
ing  Appalachia  and  destroying  them 
without  having  any  representation  from 
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any  governmental  organization,  or  the 
States,  or  political  subdivisions  of  the 
States,  petitioning  the  Congress  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  new  type  of  arrangement  such  as 
he  suggests. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me  at  that  point? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes;  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  The  gentleman  has 
pointed  out  the  fact  that  there  is  a  New 
England  Regional  Development  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  gentleman  has  further  pointed 
out  the  fact  that  title  II  of  this  bill,  if 
enacted,  will  be  based  upon  appropria¬ 
tions  designed  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  that  act.  I  pointed  out  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  in  answer  to  this  query,  that  the 
New  England  Commission  pertains  to  all 
of  New  England,  which  contains  the  sea¬ 
board  area  and  the  metropolitan  areas 
of  New  England.  My  amendment  is  prin¬ 
cipally  addressed  to  the  area  of  northern 
New  England  and  northern  New  York. 
These  are  rural  areas  and  have  different 
problems.  I  further  pointed  to  the  fact — 
and  the  members  of  the  Committee 
should  know  this — that  what  you  are 
proposing  to  give  this  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion  is  relatively  inadequate  and  incon¬ 
sequential  as  to  amount. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Well,  it  cer¬ 
tainly  has  not  been  organized  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  developmental  programs.  That  is 
the  purpose  of  title  II — to  get  the  show 
on  the  road. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
we  can  get  the  show  on  the  road  a  whole 
lot  faster  by  following  the  approach  of 
my  amendment  and  I  hope  that  it  will 
be  supported  by  a  majority  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  hope  the  amendment  is  defeated. 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  McEWEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  request? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Yes,  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wonder  if  we  could  obtain  unanimous 
consent  to  the  effect  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  which  has 
been  offered  by  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Cleveland]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  was  consid¬ 
ered  in  1965,  both  in  the  committee  and 
on  the  floor  of  this  House,  there  was 
some  attention  given  to  the  fact  that 
northern  Appalachia  had  been  left  out 
and  omitted,  if  you  please,  from  the 
scope  of  this  legislation. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  recall  very  well  that 
certain  circumstances  prevailed  in  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works  at 
that  time  which  precluded  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  certain  amendments  which  had 
been  planned  to  be  offered  to  this  legis¬ 
lation.  We  had,  as  I  recall,  and  as  I  am 
sure  my  colleagues  will  recall,  a  certain 
timetable  to  meet  on  a  certain  ceremony 
down  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  Hence, 
we  were  not  to  differ  with  the  bill  as  it 
came  from  the  other  body. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  that  in 
this  90th  Congress,  both  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  and  here  today  on 
the  floor  of  the  House,  we  can  give  ade¬ 
quate  consideration  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  Appalachian 
regional  area  was  first  considered,  all  of 
us  know  that  it  was  first  considered 
based  upon  what  we  might  call  the 
hard  core  of* Appalachia,  but  as  the  bill 
came  out  of  the  prior  Congress  we  saw 
it  expanded  to  cover  other  areas.  We  saw 
it  extended  to  cover  such  areas  as  Hunts¬ 
ville,  Ala.;  Spartanburg,  S.C.;  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  Pa.,  and  many  other  areas.  But, 
it  was  not  extended  to  those  areas  of 
northern  Appalachia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  cite  to  my  col¬ 
leagues  one  other  fact,  a  fact  which  has 
to  do  with  one  county  which  is  located 
in  the  congressional  district  which  it  is 
my  honor  to  represent  and  with  which  I 
am  most  familiar.  I  realize  the  problems 
which  exist  in  the  great  States  of  Maine, 
New  Hampshire,  and  Vermont  are  sim¬ 
ilar  to  the  problems  which  exist  in  my 
own  State  of  New  York.  These  areas  are 
located  in  northern  New  York  and  in 
New  England,  arid  many  references  have 
been  made  to  the  fact  that  this  problem 
is  regional. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  this  study  was 
made  of  the  original  hard-core  Appa¬ 
lachian  area,  this  county  had  an  unem¬ 
ployment  rate  of  double  that  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  Appalachian  region.  That  was  before 
other  less  depressed  areas  were  brought 
into  the  picture  for  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  that,  if  we  are  to 
have  a  Commission  dealing  with  Appa¬ 
lachia,  then  this  amendment  should  be 
adopted  in  order  to  extend  the  provisions 
to  all  of  Appalachia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  reference  has  been 
made  by  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  to  title  II 
of  the  bill.  My  colleague,  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Cleveland]  ,  has  pointed  out  the  fact 
that  this  will  bring  in  all  of  New  England, 
including  such  affluent  areas  which  are 
located  in  southern  New  England  and  the 
metropolitan  areas  of  New  England, 
about  which  I  have  heard  none  say  that 
they  have  a  problem  with  reference  to 
economic  development. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that 
this  amendment  should  be  approved. 

Mr.  KING  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  King], 

(Mr.  KING  of  New  York  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KING  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment 


offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cleveland], 

All  of  the  counties  in  the  Adirondack 
Mountain  Range  have  the  same  criteria 
of  those  counties  included  in  the  original 
Appalachian  Act.  When  we  enlarged  the 
Appalachian  program  to  include  cities 
like  Pittsburgh,  Pa„  and  Huntington,  W. 
Va.,  it  hardly  seems  logical  to  exclude 
those  counties  which  are  actually  inside 
the  presently  defined  Appalachia  region. 
The  counties  which  are  included  in  the 
amendment  certainly  possess  the  eco¬ 
nomic,  social,  and  cultural  characteristics 
associated  with  the  Appalachian  region 
and  the  neighboring  Pennsylvania  and 
West  Virginia  counties.  Generally  speak¬ 
ing,  these  counties  have  low-median 
family  incomes,  a  high  percentage  of 
families  with  incomes  under  $3,000,  high 
unemployment  figures,  and  a  high  per¬ 
centage  of  the  population  with  less  than 
5  years  of  formal  education.  In  support¬ 
ing  this  amendment,  I  do  not  feel  that 
we  are  asking  for  any  preferential  treat¬ 
ment.  On  the  contrary,  the  adoption  of 
this  amendment  would  simply  give  the 
people  of  these  economically  depressed 
areas  an  opportunity  to  achieve  some 
higher  standard  of  living. 

It  is  my  hope  that  this  amendment  will 
be  favorably  considered  for  inclusion  in 
the  Appalachian  regional  development 
program,  in  an  effort  to  help  the  people 
in  these  counties  keep  pace  with  the  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  of  the  United  States  and 
to  help  assist  the  people  of  these  areas 
to  share  in  the  Nation’s  prosperity. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  also 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  Hampshire, 
and  I  want  to  be  associated  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  York.  I  believe  if  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Act  is  going  to  cover  a 
part  of  the  Appalachian  region  it  should 
in  fairness  cover  all  of  it,  and  give  every 
area  in  the  region  which  can  genuinely 
demonstrate  a  need  for  help,  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  apply  for  the  assistance  which 
the  program  offers. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition 
to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  I  renew  my  unanimous-consent 
request  that  time  be  limited  on  this 
amendment,  and  all  amendments  there¬ 
to,  to  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  heal'd  many  times — and  I  am  sure 
everyone  else  has — the  song  with  the 
title  “Poor  Little  Rhode  Island.’’  I  never 
really  knew  the  origin  of  that  song  until 
I  discovered  that  this  amendment  oyr 
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good  friend  has  offered  has  included 
every  State  in  New  England,  or  portions 
thereof,  which  is  covered  by  the  New 
England  Regional  Commission,  except 
little  Rhode  Island. 

So  perhaps  we  have  a  new  reason  to 
sing  that  song,  “Poor  Little  Rhode  Is¬ 
land,”  because  they  are  the  forgotten 
folks  in  the  amendment  that  our  friend 
has  offered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  has  gone  directly  to  the  merits 
of  what  is  wrong  with  this  amendment. 
The  groundwork  for  a  full-scale,  on¬ 
going  program  like  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  has  not  been  laid  as  yet  in  most 
of  these  other  regions.  Most  of  them 
have  not  gone  through  the  community, 
grassroots  planning  and  organizational 
steps  that  were  followed  in  Appalachia 
before  the  Appalachian  program  was 
adopted.  They  are  now  today  in  the 
process  of  formative  steps,  and  are  seek¬ 
ing  the  seed  money  and  the  initial  grant- 
in-aid  money  that  is  provided  in  title  II. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Hampshire, 
I  believe  understandably,  from  the 
standpoint  of  his  region,  would  like  to 
leapfrog  this  process  and  place  these 
areas  or  entire  States,  in  some  instances, 
in  the  Appalachia  program  without  the 
preliminary  groundwork  being  done  that 
should  be  a  part  of  the  process  of  good, 
sound  regional  development  programs. 

I  believe  the  fact  that  the  gentleman 
did  not  offer  this  amendment  in  the 
committee  speaks  for  itself  as  to  the 
lack  of  planning,  in  the  approach  that 
he  asks  this  House  to  take  today  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  without  committee 
consideration. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Yes;  I  will  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  The  gentleman  will 
recall  during  the  general  debate  yester¬ 
day  I  explained  the  reason  why  I  did 
not  offer  this  amendment  in  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  that  was  because  we  had 
planned  a  Republican  constructive  al¬ 
ternative  proposal  that  would  have  com¬ 
bined  the  Economic  Development  Act  in 
with  the  Appalachian  Act,  and  would 
have  put  it  into  a  national  program  in 
which  all  50  States  would  participate. 
And  that  is  why  I  did  not  do  it,  because 
we  ran  out  of  staff,  and  we  ran  out  of 
time. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  If  the  gentleman 
remembers  his  own  remarks,  he  said  we 
simply  did  not  have  the  staff  or  time  to 
plan  what  the  gentleman  wanted  to  do 
in  the  committee,  and  now  he  wants  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  without  good  plan¬ 
ning  and  without  good  staff  work,  to 
adopt  a  radically  different  approach 
from  the  approach  that  has  been  arrived 
at  by  the  committee  after  very  careful 
consideration  in  which  over  20  amend¬ 
ments  were  offered - 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  cannot  yield  fur¬ 
ther  at  this  time. 

In  which  20  amendments  were  offered 
in  the  committee  by  our  friends  on  the 
minority  side,  and  during  which  16  of 
those  amendments  were  added  to  the 


bill.  The  committee  did  give  thorough 
consideration  to  the  various  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  the  other  side.  We  did 
adopt  a  majority  of  them.  Now  they  ask 
us  to  take  an  entirely  different  approach 
with  regard  to  regional  development, 
title  I  and  title  II. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maine. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

(Mr.  HATHWAY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
mB>rks  ) 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  ex¬ 
panding  the  area  to  be  served  and  includ¬ 
ing  Franklin,  Oxford,  Piscataquis, 
Penobscot,  Aroostook,  and  Somerset 
Counties  of  Maine  in  the  provisions  of 
the  bill. 

The  inclusion  of  these  Maine  counties 
to  be  eligible  for  benefits  under  the  Ap¬ 
palachia  Act  is  fully  justified  and  proper. 

Many  similarities  exist  between  these 
Maine  counties  and  the  areas  already 
served  under  the  act.  They  are  sparsely 
populated,  industrially  and  economically 
underdeveloped,  remote  from  sources  of 
raw  materials  and  markets,  and  isolated 
by  the  lack  of  modern  highways  and 
other  effective  means  of  transportation. 

These  counties  have  been  chronically 
depressed  and  have  not  fully  responded 
to  efforts  to  correct  their  economic  prob¬ 
lems.  Efforts  under  EDA  and  ARA  have 
been  helpful,  but  these  areas  still  lag 
far  behind  in  economic  development. 

Outmigration  from  these  areas  has 
reflected  the  lack  of  opportunity  for  jobs 
and  a  rewarding  life.  These  counties  are 
a  part  of  the  least  densely  populated  sec¬ 
tion  of  Maine. 

During  the  1930-40  census  period,  the 
population  of  Franklin  and  Somerset 
counties  declined.  During  the  1950-60 
period  three  counties,  Franklin,  Somer¬ 
set,  and  Piscataquis,  showed  a  drop. 
Franklin  County  has  a  smaller  popula¬ 
tion  today  than  it  did  in  the  mid-1800’s. 

Studies  have  indicated  that  should 
outmigration  from  Maine  continue  at  the 
1955-60  rate,  the  State  will  have  lost  a 
total  of  79,000  persons  between  1960  and 
1975.  Fifty-three  percent  of  the  people 
who  migrate  from  Maine  are  20  to  40 
years  of  age,  an  age  of  great  productivity. 

This  trend  will  not  be  reversed  unless 
employment  opportunities  are  created  in 
the  area.  As  in  Appalachia,  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  modern  highways  to  open  the 
area  and  make  it  accessible  to  sources  of 
supply  and  markets  is  a  fundamental 
need.  Isolation  has  been  the  greatest  fac¬ 
tor  which  has  inhibited  developed  and 
growth  in  these  counties. 

Adoption  of  the  amendment  would  help 
overcome  the  serious  problems  which 
have  plagued  these  Maine  counties  and 
other  areas  of  New  England  and  New 
York.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  join  me  in 
supporting  it. 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend,  Mr.  McEwen,  who  I  think  shares 
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this  inspiration  today  with  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  New  Hampshire,  and 
who  should  be  commended  for  his  ener¬ 
gy  and  his  resourcefulness  in  trying  to 
put,  by  leapfrog  effort,  his  State  into  the 
Appalachia  program. 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  for  those 
kind  words.  I  want  to  assure  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  this  inspiration  did  not  come 
to  us  just  today  because  I  spoke,  as  the 
gentleman  knows,  on  this  subject  relat¬ 
ing  to  northern  New  York  specifically 
when  the  bill  was  before  us  2  years  ago. 

The  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  fact  that  there  has  been 
no  planning  in  reference  to  bringing  this 
area  into  Appalachia.  With  reference  to 
that,  may  I  just  point  out  that  by  one 
amendment  that  was  adopted  on  the 
floor  in  the  other  body  in  1965  a  number 
of  southern-tier  counties  in  New  York 
were,  without  prior  planning  of  the  com¬ 
mission,  added  to  the  bill. 

So  I  would  point  out,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  will 
recall  that  there  is  precedent  for  adding 
areas  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  if  his  Governor  and  the  Governor 
of  New  Hampshire  have  made  a  request 
to  leave  the  New  England  Commission 
and  become  a  part  of  the  Appalachian 
program?  Have  either  of  you  received  a 
request  from  your  Governor  in  behalf  of 
legislation  of  that  kind? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  And  there  was  no  re¬ 
quest  2  years  ago  when  one  of  our 
New  York  Senators  added  counties  in  the 
other  body. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  the  point 
is  pretty  obvious — there  is  not  a  well- 
grounded  and  well-prepared  position  on 
which  the  States  concur  and  which  the 
States’  Governors  have  supported. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cleveland], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WAGGONNER 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows :  ^ 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Waggonner: 
On  page  39,  strike  out  line  3  and  all  that 
follows  down  through  and  including  line 
10  on  page  40. 

Redesignate  the  succeeding  sections  and  all 
cross-references  accordingly. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  is  aimed  at  stopping 
something  which,  if  allowed,  we  will  re¬ 
gret  later.  If  this  legislation  does  noth¬ 
ing  else,  it  plows  new  ground  and  opens 
Pandora’s  box  as  far  as  the  operating 
expenses  of  the  medical  facilities  are 
concerned. 

The  language  I  propose  to  strike  is 
that  language  of  section  107  which  au¬ 
thorizes  grants  under  this  section  for 
operation — for  the  first  time — for  opera¬ 
tion  which  includes  initial  operating 
funds,  initial  bankroll  to  operate  these 
medical  facilities — and  to  pay  for  the 
operating  deficits  comprising,  among 
other  items,  the  costs  of  attracting, 
training,  and  retraining  qualified  per¬ 
sonnel  of  a  demonstration  health  proj- 
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ect,  whether  or  not  this  project  was  con¬ 
structed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section.  These  deficits  and  these  operat¬ 
ing  funds  for  the  first  2  years  can  be 
provided  in  the  form  of  grants  up  to 
100  percent  of  the  money  needed.  For 
the  next  3  years  these  funds  will  be  re¬ 
duced  to  50  percent. 

My  friends,  I  can  see  to  some  extent 
the  need  for  money  in  these  needy  areas 
to  construct  facilities.  But  this  Congress 
is  embarking  upon  a  new  program  by 
making  grant  of  funds  for  operating 
money  that  they  have  not  done  before. 
I  am  simply  saying  that  this  is  some¬ 
thing  that  we  are  going  to  regret  be¬ 
cause  if  we  are  going  to  do  it  in  the  in¬ 
stance  of  Hill-Burton  grants  and  Hill- 
Burton  hospitals,  we  are  going  to 
attempt  to  justify  the  need  for  this  grant 
money  to  construct  facilities  for  Hill- 
Burton  facilities  for  initial  operating 
money,  and  for  subsidizing  their  operat¬ 
ing  costs,  if  we  can  justify  it  here. 

The  situation  we  have  is  this.  If  we  ac¬ 
cept  this  proposal,  the  Government  is 
going  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  building 
these  facilities  up  to  80  percent  of  the 
construction  costs  and  for  2  years  you 
are  going  to  pay  for  the  total  operating 
cost  of  the  deficit  which  occurs  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  bad  operations — or  any  deficit 
that  occurs. 

Not  only  are  you  going  to  do  that  but 
you  are  going  to  fill  these  hospitals  with 
people  whose  medical  costs  are  defrayed 
by  the  medicare  program.  If  that  is  not 
total  federalization  of  medical  treat¬ 
ment,  I  do  not  know  what  is. 

So  I  am  simply  saying  that  we  are  be¬ 
ginning  something  here  today  that  there 
is  going  to  be  a  demand  for  in  every  hos¬ 
pital  of  the  United  States.  And  they  can 
demand  it  because  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  these  hospitals  are  built  with 
grant  money  provided  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  or  the  Hill-Burton  program  or  not, 
because  they  can  utilize  funds  provided 
by  this  program.  I  am  not  trying  to 
strike  construction  money  to  buy  facili¬ 
ties  already  constructed. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  same  point  which 
the  gentleman  has  raised  in  the  commit¬ 
tee,  not  only  this  year,  but  back  in  1965 
when  the  act  was  up  for  consideration  to 
get  independent  operating  costs.  This  is 
the  first  precedent  for  paying  operating 
costs  for  this  kind  of  facility,  and  it 
amounts  clearly,  unquestionably  and 
unequivocally  to  a  trend  toward  paying 
the  doctors,  paying  the  dentists,  and 
paying  the  nurses.  It  is  socialized  medi¬ 
cine;  nothing  more  or  nothing  less,  so 
far  as  this  money  is  concerned. 

The  Congress  has  always  turned  down 
proposals  to  put  Federal  money  into  op¬ 
erating  facilities.  We  did  so  not  so  long 
ago,  in  1963,  when  the  House  removed 
the  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
from  the  administration’s  request  for 
mental  retardation  facilities  construc¬ 
tion,  an  act  which  was  enacted  by  the 
Congress  in  1963.  We  took  it  out.  This  is 
a  bad  and  a  dangerous  precedent,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  operating  deficits,  is  it 
not? 


Mr.  WAGGONNER.  It  certainly  does 
not  in  any  way  say  that  we  should  not 
provide  some  health  facilities  for  these 
people,  to  construct  the  facilities  over 
and  above  what  we  are  doing  under  the 
existing  programs,  especially  the  Hill- 
Burton  program.  But  what  I  am  saying 
is  that  at  least  if  we  are  going  to  provide 
the  money  to  build  these  hospitals,  the 
local  people  ought  to  be  able  to  operate 
them  and  we  should  not  be  required  to 
operate  them. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  a  question, 
and  I  shall  yield  to  him  for  the  purpose 
of  answering  it.  It  is  true,  is  it  not,  that 
this  bill,  as  now  drafted,  not  only  includes 
such  health  facilities  as  would  be  built  in 
Appalachia  under  this  program,  but  any 
and  all  administration  facilities;  those 
already  in  existence  would  be  included 
for  the  first  time? 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  It  absolutely  does. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  This  is  much,  much 
broader.  No  one  knows  what  the  expense 
of  that  program  will  be.  Of  course,  they 
have  suggested  a  total  expense  of  some 
$50  million. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  I  would  point  out 
that  I  am  leaving  the  $50  million  figure 
intact,  which  means  that  we  would  have 
more  money  for  construction  of  needed 
facilities  where  the  facilities  are  needed, 
but  we  would  remove  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  from  the  proposition  of  having 
to  provide  an  initial  bankroll  and  oper¬ 
ating  expenses  for  these  facilities.  If  we 
build  them,  the  local  people  at  least  can 
operate  them. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  is  my  opinion.  I 
think  the  gentleman  agrees — and  I  shall 
yield  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  indicating 
in  just  a  moment — that  this  is  an  ex¬ 
tremely  dangerous  precedent  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  get  into  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  putting  up  this  grant  money,  100 
percent  of  the  cost  of  operating,  includ¬ 
ing  operating  deficits;  including,  among 
other  items,  such  items  as  the  gentleman 
has  suggested  as  training  and  retraining 
of  personnel,  for  what?  All  types  of  quali¬ 
fied  personnel  within  that  facility.  This 
is  an  extremely  dangerous  precedent, 
particularly  where  you  could  broaden  it, 
applying  it  not  only  to  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  and  Ithe  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  programs,  but  all 
other  programs. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  The  gentleman  is 
absolutely  correct.  If  we  start  providing 
operating  money  for  hospitals  in  the  Ap¬ 
palachia  area,  we  will  not  stop  until  we 
provide  operating  money  for  public- 
owned  hospitals  all  over  the  United 
States.  I  would  go  so  far  as  to  say  that, 
when  the  first  2  years  are  over  and  the 
figure  is  supposed  to  drop  from  100  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  defrayed  to  50  percent, 
there  will  be  a  request  to  continue  to  pro¬ 
vide  100  percent,  because  the  local  people 
cannot  put  up  the  difference. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  agree  with  him. 

I  intend  to  support  the  amendment  of 
the  gentleman,  because  I  think  this  is  one 
of  the  most  dangerous  precedents  we 


could  possibly  have.  It  becomes  doubly 
dangerous  when  we  broaden  it  to  include 
operating  deficits  and  items  of  the  cost  of 
attracting  and  training  qualified  person¬ 
nel,  and  when  we  include  all  facilities  of 
a  demonstration  health  nature,  not  only 
those  built  under  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram,  but  other  programs  available  as 
well,  for  construction.  This  does  not 
bother  construction,  but  in  addition  to 
that,  there  is  construction  under  other 
programs  available  for  this.  Certainly  we 
do  not  want  to  get  in  the  business  of 
operating  costs. 

I  join  the  gentleman  in  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  there  is 
a  more  valuable,  more  useful  section  to 
the  entire  bill  than  the  one  that  is  sought 
to  be  amended  by  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

It  is  said  this  is  something  new.  The 
existing  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  contains  almost  the 
same  provisions  as  are  contained  in  this 
act  which  continues  Appalachia.  There 
is  nothing  new  about  it.  It  is  already  in 
the  law.  So  what  we  are  seeking  to  do 
here  is  to  provide  a  hospital-operation 
program  in  the  underprivileged  areas,  in 
those  areas  that  do  not  presently  possess 
the  fiscal  capability  of  providing  for 
those  facilities. 

One  of  the  things  that  has  occurred 
is  when  we  were  mining  coal,  and  coal 
was  a  profitable  operation,  and  it  had 
vast  employment  in  the  coal  mines  of 
Kentucky  and  West  Virginia,  the  United 
Mine  Workers  built  some  very  fine  and 
very  excellent  hospitals  for  area  use. 
With  the  reduction  in  employment  and 
production  of  coal,  the  United  Mine 
Workers  could  no  longer  continue  to  op¬ 
erate  those  hospitals,  and  they  became 
a  public  liability.  In  order  for  those  hos¬ 
pitals  to  continue,  it  was  necessary  for 
us  to  assure  their  continuation  and  their 
operation  because  of  the  vast  health  re¬ 
quirement  and  hospital  needs  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  that  area. 

This  is  not  going  to  be  an  open-end 
proposition,  so  that  every  hospital  in  the 
United  States  is  going  to  come  forward 
and  say  they  want  a  certain  amount  to 
pay  off  the  deficit  of  operating  their  hos¬ 
pital  for  last  year  or  for  the  ensuing  year. 
So  there  would  be  no  grants  made  until 
there  had  been  a  total  estimation  as  to 
the  cost  to  see  that  the  operation  is  car¬ 
ried  on  in  a  businesslike  and  efficient 
manner. 

What  the  gentleman  would  do  is  take 
away  one  of  the  most  vital  and  impor¬ 
tant  aspects  of  this  bill.  I  plead  with 
the  Members  to  strike  down  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  to  keep  this  very  fine  provision 
which  means  so  much  to  the  area. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  for  one  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  has  said — and  perhaps  he 
is  correct — that  the  present  legislation 
contains  language  which  makes  allow¬ 
able  the  grants  to  operate  hospitals.  I 
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would  simply  ask  the  gentleman  why  it  is 
necessary  to  amend  the  legislation  now 
with  this  language,  if  the  language  they 
already  have  is  sufficient? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  thought  I  had  made  that  state¬ 
ment  over  and  over  again,  but  I  want  to 
repeat  it.  In  1965  we  passed  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Act,  which  provides  for  a 
highway  program  until  1972.  The  other 
programs  in  Appalachia  were  passed  for 
a  period  of  2  years,  with  the  expectation 
of  making  an  evaluation  of  those  pro¬ 
grams.  So  what  we  are  doing  in  this  act, 
other  than  for  highways,  is  extending 
and  amending  the  1965  act. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Then  the  gentle¬ 
man  really  means  we  are  extending  a 
new  phase  of  the  program,  in  that  for 
the  first  time  we  are  providing  operat¬ 
ing  money  for  hospitals. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  We  provided 
that  in  the  1965  act. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  We  provided  op¬ 
erating  money  for  hospitals? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  In  section  202, 
subtitle  C,  we  made  those  provisions  that 
are  contained  in  the  existing  act. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Then  I  ask  again 
why  do  we  amend  the  language  today? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Because  the 
act  has  expired.  The  act  of  1965  was  for 
only  2  years. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  By  this  legisla¬ 
tion  today  we  would  extend  it  5  years? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  We  would  ex¬ 
tend  it  2  more  years. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  necessary  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  give  me  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  a  few  brief  observations? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  It  was  understood,  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Alabama,  and  the 
report  of  1965  shows,  on  page  14,  that  the 
money  would  only  be  used  for  operating 
expenses  for  deficits.  The  gentleman  is 
correct  in  saying  it  is  broadened  to  in¬ 
clude  operating  expenses. 

Second,  on  the  subject  of  what  the 
amendment  is  needed  for  and  why  it  is  in 
the  bill,  the  report  last  time,  in  1965, 
specifically  said : 

Funds  will  not  be  available  to  other  hos¬ 
pitals  presently  in  existence  or  those  that 
will  be  constructed  under  other  public  or 
private  programs. 

This  bill  takes  away  that  prohibition 
and  makes  the  money  available  to  all 
these  other  hospitals.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is  what 
I  said. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this 
time  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Jones],  a  question  or  two. 

How  can  we  in  Iowa  qualify  for  this 
Appalachia  Mountain  handout? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  You  cannot. 

Mr.  GROSS.  We  cannot? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  You  cannot. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  does  one  have  to 
do  to  qualify  for  it? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  You  just  do 
not  qualify,  period. 


Mr.  GROSS.  What  did  you  have  to  do 
in  Alabama  to  get  under  it? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Is  the  gentle¬ 
man  referring  to  what  a  local  commu¬ 
nity  does? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  have  driven  across 
northern  Alabama  and  I  have  driven 
across  southern  Alabama,  and  we  have 
hills  in  Iowa  as  big  and  as  steep  as  you 
have  in  Alabama.  How  did  you  qualify 
for  this  program? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  best  I  can 
suggest — and  I  still  do  not  understand 
the  gentleman’s  question — is  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  come  down  to  Alabama  I  will 
show  him. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  a  moment  or  two  ago  dedi¬ 
cated  a  song  to  Rhode  Island.  I  do  not 
remember  the  title  of  it.  There  is  a  song, 
“Stars  Fell  on  Alabama.”  That  should  be 
changed  to  something  green  falling  on 
Alabama.  I  would  change  the  words  to 
indicate  that  something  else  is  falling  on 
Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  assure  the 
gentleman  that  if  he  will  sing  that  song 
it  will  be  more  pleasing  than  our  conver¬ 
sation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  doubt  that,  but  I  still 
do  not  understand  how  Alabama  quali¬ 
fies. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Because  it  is 
provided  under  the  law. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Would  the  population  of 
Miami  Beach,  Fla.,  have  to  be  disadvan¬ 
taged  to  qualify?  What  is  the  criteria? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  It  would  re¬ 
quire  compliance  with  the  Appalachian 
Act  of  1965. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  would  they  qualify? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Under  the 
Appalachian  Act  of  1965. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  what  did  you  have 
to  do?  I  am  interested.  I  assume  there 
are  some  people  in  Iowa  who  are  in¬ 
terested  in  making  application  for  some 
of  this  free  and  easy  money.  Would  you 
let  us  know  how  we  can  make  an  effort 
to  qualify  for  some  of  this  giveaway? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  would 
imagine  the  gentleman  could  go  about  it 
just  like  he  did  when  he  came  before  the 
Public  Works  Committee  and  wanted  a 
flood  control  project  constructed,  in  the 
area  of,  I  believe,  Waterloo. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Something  like  that. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes.  The  same 
thing. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  knew  the  formula  for 
that.  Now  give  me  the  formula  for  get¬ 
ting  under  this  great  big  tent  the  way 
Alabama  has  gotten  under  it. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  All  you  have  to  do  to 
qualify  under  this  program  is  live  in 
Alabama. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Residence  in  Florida  will 
not  do  it? 

Mr.  HALEY.  No. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Florida  for  providing  me  with  the  most 
information  I  have  had  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  PERKINS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  conclude  in  5 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  renew  my  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  but  put  a  time  limit  of  8  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  unanimous-consent  request? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  my 
way  of  thinking,  one  of  the  most  humani¬ 
tarian  acts  John  L.  Lewis  ever  performed 
was  the  construction  of  the  chain  of  hos¬ 
pitals  in  Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia, 
and  eastern  Kentucky.  There  are  five, 
counting  South  Williamson,  in  the  dis¬ 
trict  that  I  am  privileged  to  represent. 
When  I  came  to  the  Congress  we  had 
30,000  working  miners  in  that  district. 
Today  in  that  same  area  we  have  less 
than  8,000  working  in  the  mines.  The 
problem  there  today  is  that  these  people 
have  to  have  hospitalization.  These  mod¬ 
em  hospitals  were  constructed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Hill-Burton  standards 
even  though  no  Hill-Burton  funds  were 
expended.  They  were  constructed  entire¬ 
ly  out  of  the  United  Mine  Workers  wel¬ 
fare  fund.  Later  when  the  depressed  fi¬ 
nancial  resources  of  this  coal  region 
made  it  impossible  to  operate  these  hos¬ 
pitals  a  private  nonprofit  corporation 
was  formed  with  backing  of  the  State, 
the  Presbyterian  Church,  and  others  to 
operate  them.  This  is  one  of  the  reasons 
why  this  $28  million  was  included  in 
this  bill.  It  is  true  that  they  are  in  debt 
because  the  patients  they  serve  are  poor. 
These  hospitals  turn  back  no  one.  The 
medicare  program  will  provide  due 
source  of  support  for  these  facilities.  It 
is  hoped  that  if  these  hospitals  can  get 
on  their  feet — and  a  portion  of  the  $28- 
000,000  authorized  in  this  bill  will  cer¬ 
tainly  help — that  they  can  operate  in  the 
black  and  be  self-sustaining 

Under  these  circumstances  it  is  clear 
this  item  should  be  retained  in  this  legis¬ 
lation.  It  is  not  an  open  end  authoriza¬ 
tion  which  will  open  up  a  Pandora’s  box 
or  set  inappropriate  precedents.  This  is 
to  assist  on  an  emergency  basis,  non¬ 
profit  hospitals  and  nonprofit  hospitals 
only  in  the  payment  of  their  deficits  or 
operating  expenses  where  nonprofit  orga¬ 
nizations  have  expended  money  to  permit 
people  to  receive  medical  care  and  med¬ 
ical  attention,  people  who  are  unable  to 
pay  their  medical  bills. 

Now,  there  is  nothing  unusual  about 
this  expenditure.  i;t  is  reasonable.  This  is 
not  an  excessive  amount  of  funds.  Do  not 
strike  this  amount  but  let  the  hospitals 
that  need  operating  expenses  in  the  heart 
of  Appalachia  where  medical  facilities 
are  the  poorest  in  the  Nation — let  them 
have  this  chance  for  survival.  These  are 
the  newest,  most  modern  hospitals  in 
that  part  of  the  Appalachian  area.  I 
think  it  would  be  the  height  of  folly  to 
turn  our  backs  at  this  stage  of  the  game 
on  an  item  in  this  bill  involving  only 
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$28  million.  It  is  my  hope  that  this 
Chamber  will  not  be  so  shortsighted  as  to 
turn  down  this  item  because  those  people 
in  the  heart  of  Appalachia,  those  coal 
miners  who  are  unemployed  and  cannot 
pay  for  their  hospitalisation,  need  this 
desperately.  Let  this  item  remain  in  this 
bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Her- 
longL 

(Mr.  HERLONG  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HERLONG.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  what  is  asked  for 
in  this  bill  would  be  helpful  to  those 
areas  of  our  country  which  would  receive 
benefits.  If  we  pass  this  authorization 
on  top  of  what  has  already  been  au¬ 
thorized  and  appropriated,  naturally  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  will  inter¬ 
pret  our  action  as  a  mandate  for  them 
to  fund  the  program — or  at  least  a  part 
of  it. 

Now  let  us  stop  for  a  moment  and  do 
some  sober  reflecting.  We  are  faced  with 
a  $29  billion  deficit  this  year.  Because 
of  this  the  administration  has  asked  us 
to  pass  a  10-percent  surtax  bill.  They 
tell  us  that  we  must  do  everything  pos¬ 
sible  to  hold  this  deficit  down — because 
to  go  into  the  money  market  and  borrow 
$29  billion  would  border  on  the  disastrous 
and  would  certainly  run  interest  rates 
up  so  high,  as  Mr.  Ackley  said,  it  would 
make  last  year’s  high  interest  rates  look 
like  a  bargain  basement  item.  Therefore, 
they  say,  the  thing  for  us  to  do  is  to 
give  them  a  temporary  tax  increase  bill 
that  will  net  an  additional  $7  billion  a 
year.  Also,  the  administration  says,  the 
Congress  must  cut  down  on  all  unneces¬ 
sary  spending.  I  support  the  administra¬ 
tion  in  this  announced  desire  for  fiscal 
responsibility.  I  believe  what  they  have 
told  us  is  right — I  believe  it  to  the  point 
that  I  am  willing  to  vote  against  this 
bill — not  because  it  is  not  desirable  legis¬ 
lation — but  because  it  Ls  one  thing  that 
is  not  absolutely  essential  at  this  time. 
It  can  be  postponed  or  delayed — and  we 
can  prove  to  the  administration  by  failing 
to  pass  this  bill  that  we  are  doing  our 
part  and  are  even  willing  to  make  this 
sacrifice  in  order  to  help  them  achieve 
their  desired  fiscal  responsibility. 

So  as  nice  as  it  might  be  to  have  this 
additional  money  spent,  it  cannot  be 
characterized  as  a  must  at  this  particu¬ 
lar  time — and  I  ask  you  to  join  with 
me  in  showing  the  President  and  the 
administration  that  we  are  willing  to  do 
our  part  to  reduce  this  huge  deficit. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HERLONG.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  my  distinguished  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Haley], 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
associate  myself  with  the  remarks  which 
have  been  made  by  my  distinguished 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Herlong],  and  to  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  trying  to  bring  some  sense  of 
fiscal  sanity  into  the  operations  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  HERLONG.  I  thank-  my  colleague 
from  Florida. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Edmondson], 


(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
shall  take  only  one-half  of  the  time 
which  has  been  allocated  to  me  during 
which  to  point  out  the  fact  that  if  this 
particular  program  were  socialized  medi¬ 
cine  and  if  it  is  what  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  described  it 
to  be,  I  cannot  imagine  the  medical  so¬ 
cieties  of  the  great  States  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  West  Virginia,  and  Kentucky  be¬ 
ing  in  support  of  this  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  told  that  the  medi¬ 
cal  societies  of  all  three  of  these  States 
actively  support  this  program  and  that 
there  is  not  a  single  medical  society  in 
the  Appalachia  region  that  is  on  record 
in  opposition  to  this  program  and  with 
the  Appalachia  provisions  thereof. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  this 
amendment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten]. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  serving 
on  the  Public  Works  Subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  and 
having  heard  the  requests  of  my  friends 
from  all  over  this  country  asking  for 
funds  for  projects  in  their  areas,  and 
having  supported  the  bill  providing  funds 
for  projects  in  the  districts  of  my  friends, 
for  rivers  and  harbor  projects,  in  every 
State  of  the  Union,  I  think  they  might 
take  into  consideration  the  overall  situa¬ 
tion  as  it  exists  under  present  conditions, 
and  not  ask  that  the  authorization  for 
projects  in  this  area  be  eliminated.  Per¬ 
sonally  I  have  always  believed  that 
money  spent  in  developing  and  protect¬ 
ing  our  own  country  was  a  good  invest¬ 
ment  for  the  present  and  the  future. 

I  regret  to  see  some  of  my  friends  who 
ask  so  much  and  receive  it  for  their  sec¬ 
tions,  take  out  after  this  authorization 
for  areas  not  nearly  so  fortunate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Waggonner], 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  announced  that  the  noes  appeared 
to  have  it. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Waggonner 
and  Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
89,  noes  86.  „ 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DENNEY 

Mr.  DENNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Denney:  On 
page  55,  line  7,  strike  out  “ls”  and  all  that 
follows  through  and  including  line  24,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  clause  re¬ 
lating  to  the  counties  in  Maryland  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“  ‘In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chautauqua,  Che¬ 
mung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego, 
Schuyler,  Steuben,  Hioga,  and  Tompkins;’.” 


Mr.  DENNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
a  law  of  physics — that  which  goes  up 
must  come  down. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  simple  amend¬ 
ment.  My  amendment  deletes  all  of  the 
new  counties  that  are  added  to  the  bill 
under  the  bill  we  are  now  considering 
today.  Those  new  counties  are:  one  in 
New  York,  two  in  Alabama,  one  in  Ten¬ 
nessee,  and  20  in  Mississippi. 

I  bring  this  to  the  attention  of  our 
colleagues — that  in  1964,  when  the  Pres¬ 
idential  Regional  Appalachian  Commis¬ 
sion  reported,  there  were  seven  States 
with  counties  in  them  that  were  eco¬ 
nomically  depressed  and  that  Appa¬ 
lachia  is  a  region  apart  geographically 
and  statistically.  It  is  mountain  land 
boldly  upthrust  between  the  prosperous 
eastern  seaboard  and  the  industrial 
Middle  West. 

Mr.  Chairman,  look  at  what  is  hap¬ 
pening  here.  We  have  a  situation  where 
we  have  a  county  in  New  York,  Schoha¬ 
rie,  that  is  being  added  to  this  bill  for 
one  reason — and  that  is  because  they 
need  some  of  that  $715  million  to  make 
a  road  across  the  southern  border  of  the 
State  of  New  York. 

We  have  two  Alabama  counties  added 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  Mississippi 
counties  must  be  contiguous  to  qualify 
to  get  in  Appalachia. 

I  point  out  to  my  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross],  that  that 
is  one  of  the  things  that  is  necessary — 
you  must  be  contiguous.  I  have  in  mind 
that  if  I  could  get  a  county  in  each  State 
in  Pennsylvania,  in  Illinois,  in  Indiana, 
in  Ohio,  and  in  Iowa,  maybe  I  could  get 
Nebraska  into  Appalachia.  This  is  one 
of  the  criteria — you  must  be  contiguous. 

In  addition  to  this,  there  are  20  coun¬ 
ties  in  Mississippi — 10  of  which  do  qual¬ 
ify  under  title  II  of  this  bill  which  is 
being  considered.  There  is  a  reason  why 
title  II  is  included  in  S.  602  and  that  is 
so  that  any  of  you  who  might  want  to 
get  a  regionally  economically  depressed 
area  into  some  of  this  Government 
handout,  you  will  vote  for  this  bill  that 
we  are  considering  today  and  then  you 
will  be  qualified  to  get  some  of  this 
Federal  money. 

A  study  has  been  done,  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  committee  hearings  which 
I  attended,  that  a  great  number  of  the 
20  counties  in  Mississippi  and  in.  the 
northeastern  corner  of  that  State — that 
the  highest  land  elevation  in  some  of 
those  counties  is  806  feet  above  mean  sea 
level.  Ten  of  those  counties  in  Missis¬ 
sippi  could  apply  and  be  qualified  under 
title  II  of  the  bill  we  are  considering. 
One  county  in  Alabama  could  apply  and 
qualify.  I  am  not  sure  about  the  county 
in  New  York,  but  I  think  it  could  apply 
and  come  under  title  H. 

Where  is  this  thing  going  to  end? 
When  are  we  going  to  become  men  and 
women  again  and  live  up  to  our  obliga¬ 
tions  and  see  to  it  that  the  Public  Treas¬ 
ury  and  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  are  preserved,  and  see  to  it  that 
the  American  people  get  the  kind  of  gov¬ 
ernment  that  they  have  elected  us  to 
give  them? 

I  am  amazed.  I  have  sat  here  for  9 
months.  I  have  not  opened  my  head  once 
until  today.  I  have  sat  on  committee 
hearings.  I  am  amazed  that  it  seems  to 
be  the  criteria,  as  someone  said  here, 
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that  you  are  interested  in  the  bill  if  it 
affects  your  region  but  you  are  not  in¬ 
terested  in  it  if  it  does  not  affect  your 
region.  Let  us  be  American  and  see  to  it 
that  we  do  carry  out  the  oath  of  office 
which  we  did  take. 

Sure,  I  recognize  that  these  people 
need  help.  I  recognize  that  there  are  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  there,  just  like  there 
are  in  Nebraska,  Iowa,  California,  New 
York,  and  other  areas  which  need  help. 
One  of  our  jobs  is  to  see  to  it  that  it  is 
taken  care  of.  But  let  us  be  fair  to  all 
of  our  citizens  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Actually,  no  persuasive  evidence  was 
offered  during  the  hearings  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program  which  were  designed 
to  overcome  geographic  isolation  and 
which  would  be  effective  in  the  open  hill 
or  the  irregular  plains  area. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Montana  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OLSEN.  I  yield  to  my  chairman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  on 
the  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  there  be  a  time  limitation  for  de¬ 
bate  of  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  OLSEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OLSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Nebraska.  I  strongly  favor 
the  passage  of  S.  602  which  will  extend 
the  provisions  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act. 

Since  it  was  initially  introduced  in 
Congress  in  1964,  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  of  vital  interest  to  me  and 
to  the  people  whom  I  represent  As  a 
member  of  the  Public  Works  Committee 
and  a  representative  of  an  Appalachian 
district,  I  have  been  deeply  interested  in 
the  progress  of  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  am  happy  to  report  that  the  program 
has  made  substantial  progress  since  its 
enactment  2  years  ago. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  contains  a  variety  of 
programs  all  aimed  at  revitalizing  the 
Appalachian  economy.  These  programs 
are  of  necessity  diverse  in  order  to  solve 
a  diversity  of  economic  problems  in  the 
Appalachian  region.  All  of  them  are  cer¬ 
tainly  needed  in  Appalachia. 

Highway  construction,  new  vocational 
education  schools,  newer  and  better 
health  facilities,  the  restoration  of  min¬ 
ing  areas — all  of  these  programs  under 
the  Appalachian  Act  are  vital -  to  the 
region’s  future.  I  am  pleased  that  the 
bill  under  discussion  preserves  and  ex¬ 
tends  these  programs,  each  of  which  has 
begun  to  make  an  impact  on  Appalachia. 


Pennsylvania,  I  am  proud  to  say,  has 
devoted  a  substantial  portion  of  its  Ap¬ 
palachian  funds  to  educational  projects, 
as  have  many  other  Appalachian  States. 
Pennsylvania  has  also  used  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program  to  build  various  types 
of  badly  needed  health  facilities,  such 
as  mental  health  clinics,  hospital  addi¬ 
tions,  and  community  clinics. 

Pennsylvania  has  also  put  to  use  most 
of  the  money  appropriated  over  the  past 
2  years  for  mining  restoration  projects 
under  the  Appalachian  program.  The 
Appalachian  mining  restoration  program 
has  enormous  importance  to  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  Restoration  projects  begun  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  2  years  have  been  of  great 
benefit  to  the  Commonwealth. 

The  coal  mined  lands  of  Pennsylvania 
suffer  problems  which  are  unique  in  this 
country.  To  be  sure,  Pennsylvania  shares 
the  ravages  of  strip  mining  with  its  sis¬ 
ter  States  in  Appalachia  as  well  as  with 
non-Appalachian  States.  Pennsylvania 
provided  the  initiative  in  1963,  and  sev¬ 
eral  other  Appalachian  States  have  since 
followed  suit,  by  enacting  strict  regu¬ 
lations  governing  strip  mining. 

The  strip  mining  problem  is,  however, 
far  from  solved,  and  I  expect  that  new 
attacks  on  the  problem  will  be  joined  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  by  the 
State  governments  as  the  result  of  leg¬ 
islation  which  has  already  been  intro¬ 
duced. 

Strip  mining,  however,  is  not  the  only 
coal  mining  problem  to  be  found  in 
'Pennsylvania.  Underground  mine  fires, 
burning  in  many  old  and  abandoned 
mining  operations,  pose  a  constant 
threat  to  lives  and  property.  The  most 
serious  of  these  mine  fires  occur  in  the 
State’s  anthracite  region — in  northeast¬ 
ern  Pennsylvania.  Yet,  many  also  can  be 
found  in  the  bituminous  coal  fields  which 
surround  Pittsburgh  in  southwestern 
'Pennsylvania. 

Still  another  major  mining  problem  in 
Pennsylvania  is  that  of  surface  sub¬ 
sidence  or  mine  cave-ins.  These  cave-ins 
result  from  past  underground  mining 
practices  which  underlie  large  areas  in 
northeastern  Pennsylvania.  Scranton, 
Wilkes-Barre,  and  a  host  of  smaller 
communities  have  been  undermined  and 
require  protection  from  subsidence  dis¬ 
asters. 

The  Appalachian  program  has  made 
an  excellent  beginning  in  combating 
mine  fires  and  surface  subsidence.  It  has 
expanded  and  accelerated  reclamation 
programs  in  these  areas  which  had  pre¬ 
viously  operated  on  a  more  modest  scale. 

But,  much  remains  to  be  done.  The 
Appalachian  States  have  recognized  the 
need  to  step  up  the  pace  in  protecting 
and  restoring  coal  mined  areas.  Since 
the  enactment  2  years  ago  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program,  six  Appalachian 
States  have  enacted  strict  regulations 
governing  the  strip  mining  of  coal. 
Pennsylvania,  which  passed  the  first 
major  strip  mining  regulations  in  the 
Nation  in  1963,  has  this  year  approved  a 
$500  million  bond  issue  out  of  which  $50 
million  will  be  used  to  fight  mine  fires 
and  subsidence. 

The  States  have  clearly  been  dem¬ 
onstrating  their  responsibility  in  tack¬ 


ling  the  severe  mining  problems  in  Ap¬ 
palachia.  Certainly,  we  should  not  let 
them  down.  The  $30  million  which  this 
bill  authorizes  for  mine  area  restoration 
is  the  very  least  that  we  can  contribute 
over  the  next  2  years  to  help  eradicate 
the  scars  left  by  a  hundred  years  of  coal 
mining  in  Appalachia.  I,  therefore,  most 
strongly  urge  that  the  $30  million  rec¬ 
ommended  for  this  purpose  by  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee  be  approved 
today. 

This  Appalachian  highway  program  is 
a  relatively  enormous  undertaking  for 
the  region.  This  places  something  of  a 
burden  on  the  States  which  are  also 
faced  with  calls  on  their  resources  by  the 
regular  Federal  highway  program.  But 
the  States  I  think  recognize  the  value  of 
the  program  and  what  it  can  mean  to 
their  Appalachian  portions.  They  have 
made  the  commitment  to  see  the  pro¬ 
gram  through.  ,1  do  not  see  how  we  can 
do  anything  less. 

(Mr.  CLARK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  speak 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  I  want 
everyone  to  think  on  the  question  of 
how  we  have  had  many  kinds  of  so- 
called  favoritism  for  various  parts  of 
the  country.  I  speak  now  with  respect 
to  ourselves,  the  State  of  Nebraska,  and 
the  State  of  Montana.  We  happen  to 
be  in  the  Great  Plains  conservation 
program,  which  is  a  supplement  to  the 
soil  conservation  program  that  is 
universal. 

Now,  get  this.  The  soil  conservation 
program  is  universal  in  the  United 
States,  but  there  are  10  Plains  States, 
408  counties  in  those  10  States,  that 
have  something  more  in  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  than  any  other  States  in  the  Union. 
In  no  instance  is  the  whole  State  of 
any  of  the  10  States  involved.  It  is  only 
a  portion  of  each  of  the  10  Great  Plains 
States  that  are  invloved. 

So  this  proposition  of  relieving  the 
distress  of  a  particular  region  or  the 
counties  of  a  particular  region  is  not 
new  for  any  particular  program.  In  fact, 
if  we  reach  back  and  look  at  the  turn  of 
the  century,  when  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  was  started,  we  will  bear  in 
mind  that  there  are  11  reclamation 
States. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  It  is  17. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Now  we  hear  17.  All  right. 

They  started  out  as  11  reclamation 
States  and  now  there  are  17.  I  suppose 
that  will  grow.  I  hope  that  it  shall.  When 
reclamation  is  necessary  in  a  State,  I 
would  hope  the  number  of  States  that 
benefit  from  the  special  programs  of  rec¬ 
lamation  will  grow.  As  their  needs  grow, 

I  would  hope  we  would  have  the  program 
grow  to  include  States,  or  half  a  State, 
or  any  portion  of  a  State  where  the 
distress  is. 

I  think  this  particular  bill,  Appa¬ 
lachia,  is  a  splendid  investment  in  Amer¬ 
ica.  If  we  study  the  census,  we  will  find 
out  enough  of  our  people  move  every 
year  so  that  theoretically  in  5  years  they 
have  all  moved.  So  the  problems  of  Ap¬ 
palachia  are  the  problems  of  Montana. 
The  child  of  Appalachia  in  the  vocational 
school  of  today  may  be  living  in  Mon- 
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tana  or  New  York  or  California  tomor¬ 
row.  If  that  child  of  Appalachia  has  not 
a  trade  or  has  not  a  skill,  then  that 
child  will  be  a  tremendous  problem  at  the 
next  place  of  residence. 

There  are  many  other  reasons  that  I 
will  not  belabor  the  Committee  with.  I 
think  the  majority  understand  we  are 
just  trying  to  answer  a  tremendous  prob¬ 
lem  of  one  area,  because  it  is  a  problem 
of  America  and  it  is  an  investment  in  a 
better  America  for  everybody,  and  every 
State,  and  every  region. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten], 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  that  when  this  program  first  started, 
this  area  of  Mississippi  was  thoroughly 
qualified  to  have  been  under  the  pro¬ 
gram.  At  that  time  our  State  did  not  re¬ 
quest  that  it  be  included.  To  exclude  it 
at  this  time  would  be  to  penalize  Missis¬ 
sippi  because  it  did  not  get  into  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  the  start.  At  this  time  both  the 
Governor  and  the  Appalachian  Commis¬ 
sion  have  requested  that  these  Missis¬ 
sippi  counties  be  included. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  most  of  this 
area  of  northeast  Mississippi  has  been  in 
my  district  only  since  the  first  of  Janu¬ 
ary.  However,  I  had  occasion  to  travel 
all  over  this  area  last  fall.  Income  in  this 
area  is  about  two-thirds  of  that  in  Ap¬ 
palachia  as  a  whole.  It  quite  definitely  is 
a  continuation  of  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion.  Most  of  the  area  has  the  high  hills 
and  the  small  farms.  It  qualifies  in  every 
way  in  the  world  except  that  it  did  not 
get  in  at  the  outset.  To  exclude  Missis¬ 
sippi  at  this  time  would  be  to  penalize 
our  State  because  it  did  not.  I  hope  this 
amendment  will  be  defeated  and  that 
these  20  counties  will  be  treated  in  the 
same  way  as  they  would  have  been 
treated  had  the  State  seen  fit  to  ask  for 
inclusion  at  the  start  of  this  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Cleveland]. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hope  the  Members  of  the  Committee  will 
give  careful  consideration  to  this  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  am  constrained  to  sup¬ 
port.  What  this  amendment  does  is  to 
exclude  from  inclusion  in  Appalachia 
relatively  flatland  at  the  southern  end 
of  the  chain.  Once  again  I  refer  the 
Members  of  the  Committee  to  the  map 
here  in  the  House  which  shows  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Mountain  range. 

We  have  just  voted  in  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  not  to  include  the  Adiron¬ 
dack  Mountains,  nor  the  northern  part 
of  the  Appalachian  Mountains,  the  Berk- 
shires  and  the  White  and  Green  Moun¬ 
tains.  We  have  voted  not  to  include 
them.  What  kind  of  logic  is  it,  what 
kind  of  sense  is  it,  and  what  kind  of 
fairness  is  it  if,  at  the  same  time  we  vote 
to  exclude  the  northern  New  England 
and  northern  New  York  counties,  which 
are  legitimately  and  truly  an  economic 
part  of  the  Appalachian  Mountain  range, 
if  at  the  same  time  at  the  southern  part 
of  this  range  we  include  relatively  flat- 
land  in  the  State  of  Mississippi? 

There  is  no  fairness  to  it.  There  is  no 
justification  to  it.  It  highlights  and 
underscores  above  all  the  essential  un¬ 


fairness  and  preferential  treatment  of 
this  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Jones],  to  conclude  debate  on  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee. 

(Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  EVINS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works, 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Jones],  in  support  of  this  bill.  I  oppose 
the  pending  amendment  and  urge  defeat 
of  the  amendment.  This  program  is  a 
success — it  is  needed — it  is  opening  up 
our  area,  it  is  bringing  in  industry  to  Ap¬ 
palachia. 

In  this  connection,  this  bill  provides  for 
the  addition  of  Cannon  County,  Term., 
to  the  Appalachian  region  as  officially 
designated  in  the  act.  This  county  was 
inadvertently  omitted  from  the  region  in 
1965,  and  its  inclusion  now  corrects  that 
error. 

The  report  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  accurately  describes  the  condi¬ 
tions  in  this  county,  and  I  would  like  to 
emphasize  those  conditions  by  quoting 
one  paragraph  of  the  committee  report: 

Cannon  County,  Tennessee,  presents  a  pat¬ 
tern  of  distress  in  excess  of  the  average  of  the 
counties  which  presently  constitute  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region.  Its  per  capita  income  in 
1960  was  $937  compared  to  a  regional  aver¬ 
age  of  $1,453.  Income  per  member  of  the 
labor  force  was  $2,327  compared  to  a  regional 
average  of  $4,082  and  the  value  of  product 
sold  per  farm  was  $1,644  compared  to  $3,211. 
Manufacturing  employment  in  the  county 
fell  by  25.1  percent  in  the  fifties  while  for 
the  region  the  decline  was  1.9  percent:  be¬ 
tween  1950  and  1960  the  county  lost  6.9  per¬ 
cent  of  its  population.  None  of  the  county's 
population  is  urban. 

Unemployment  in  the  county  was  less  than 
half  the  regional  average  which  is  probably 
a  reflection  of  its  nonurban  Structure.  This 
is  also  reflected  in  the  fact  that  its  propor¬ 
tion  of  white-collar  workers  is  half  the  re¬ 
gional  average. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Cannon  County,  added 
in  this  bill,  is  in  the  congressional  district 
which  I  am  honored  to  represent  in  the 
Congress. 

The  program  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  holds  promise  for 
growth  and  progress  in  Cannon  County. 
It  is  creating  jobs  and  employment — and 
it  is  helping  to  bring  a  new  and  produc¬ 
tive  way  of  life  to  our  people. 

The  Appalachian  Commission  has  been 
able  to  increase  the  availability  of  edu¬ 
cation  facilities  in  the  region  by  allocat¬ 
ing  more  than  $50  million  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  in  the  last  2  years.  For  example, 
more  than  70  vocational  education 
schools  have  received  Appalachian  aid. 
These  are  providing  the  skills  in  the  labor 
force  that  can  help  to  overcome  its  edu¬ 
cational  and  unemployment  problems. 
With  the  defeat  of  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  passage  of  this  bill  Cannon 
County,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  region, 
will  benefit  from  these  programs. 


The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee 
should  be  passed  in  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  counties  that  were  added  in  this 
bill  were  added  at  the  request  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Commission.  It  did  not  in¬ 
crease  the  amount  but  made  the  appor¬ 
tionment  to  the  20  counties  in  Mississippi 
and  to  the  two  counties  in  Alabama  and 
to  the  one  county  in  Tennessee. 

So  this  was  not  done  by  the  committee 
in  making  selections  of  counties,  but  upon 
the  solicitation  of  the  Governors  of  the 
States  in  their  deliberations,  because  they 
felt  that  it  was  in  the  area  which  had 
been  established  as  Appalachia.  The  great 
need  was  there ;  therefore,  there  was  am¬ 
ple  justification  for  including  those  coun¬ 
ties. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Denney]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  fur¬ 
ther  amendments  to  be  offered  to  title  I? 
If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Title  II — Amendments  to  the  Public  Works 

and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  503  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking  the 
semicolon  after  clause  (2),  inserting  a  com¬ 
ma,  and  the  following:  “including  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  comprehensive  long-range 
economic  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary;”. 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following: 

“Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  subsec¬ 
tion  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated  by 
the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commission 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  203.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  redesignating  such  section  as 
section  510  and  by  inserting  after  section  508 
the  following  new  section  509 : 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid 
programs 

“Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States 
and  other  entities  within  economic  develop¬ 
ment  regions  established  under  this  Act  to 
take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because 
of  their  economic  situation,  they  cannot 
supply  the  required  matching  share,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized,  once  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  long-range  economic  plan  established 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  section  503(a)  of 
this  Act  is  in  effect,  and  pursuant  to  specific 
recommendations,  approved  by  him,  of  the 
regional  commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter 
established  under  this  title  and  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  appropriate  Federal  officials, 
to  allocate  funds  appropriated  to  carry  out 
this  section  to  the  heads  of  the  departments, 
agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  responsible  for  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams,  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  proj¬ 
ects  under  such  programs  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects 
otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable  law. 
No  program  or  project  authorized  under  this 
section  shall  be  implemented  until  (1)  ap¬ 
plications  and  plans  relating  to  the  program 
or  project  have  been  determined  by  the 
responsible  Federal  official  to  be  compatible 
with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal 
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laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Re¬ 
gional  Commission  involved  has  approved 
such  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under 
section  504  and  will  contribute  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  region,  which  determination 
shall  be  controlling.  Funds  may  be  provided 
only  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for 
which  funds  are  available  under  the  Act 
authorizing  such  programs.  Funds  so  pro¬ 
vided  shall  be  available  without  regard  to 
any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  in 
such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  each  commission, 
and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

"(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  all  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  in  existence  on 
or  before  August  1,  1967,  assisting  in  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not 
limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized 
by  title  I  of  this  Act  and  by  the  following 
Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963; 
Library  Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act; 
part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act 
of  1963;  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
Act  of  1965;  and  National  Defense  Education 
Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  any 
program  in  which  loans  or  other  Federal 
financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid 
program,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other 
Act.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section, 
and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
computation  of  allocations  among  the  States 
made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  Secretary  for  use  in  each 
of  the  regions  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of  $10,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969. 

“(e)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  through  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  representing  such 
applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall 
evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only 
applications  for  programs  and  projects  which 
are  approved  by  a  State  member  as  meet¬ 
ing  the  requirements  for  assistance  under 
this  section  shall  be  approved  for  assistance.” 

Sec.  204.  The  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  of  title  VI  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section: 

“administration,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance 

“Sec.  604.  No  Federal  assistance  shall  be 
approved  under  this  Act  unless  the  respon¬ 
sible  Federal  official  is  satisfied  that  the 
project  for  which  Federal  assistance  is 
granted  will  be  properly  and  efficiently  ad¬ 
ministered,  operated,  and  maintained.” 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  (interrupting 
the  reading) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  title  II  be  considered 
as  read,  printed  in  the  Record,  and  open 
to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FARBSTEIN 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Farbstein:  On 
page  56,  after  line  12,  insert  the  following: 


“Sec.  201.  (a)  Section  105  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965  (79  Stat.  522;  Public  Law  89-136)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  105.  There  is  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  carry  out  this  title  not  to  ex- 
.  ceed  $500,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  June  30,  1967, 
and  not  to  exceed  $665,000,000  per  fiscal  year 
for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1968,  and 
June  30,  1969.’ 

“(b)  The  proviso  in  subsection  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows :  'Provided,  That  annual  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  evidences 
of  indebtedness,  making  and  participating  in 
loans,  and  guaranteeing  loans,  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $170,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  June  30, 

1967,  and  $225,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1968,  June  30, 

1969,  and  June  30,  1970.’ 

“(c)  Section  302  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amend¬ 
ed  to  read  as  follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  302.  There  is  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  per  fis¬ 
cal  year  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 
1966,  and  June  30,  1967,  and  not  to  exceed 
$35,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1968,  June  30,  1969,  and  June 
30,  1970.’ 

“(d)  Section  401  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat. 
522;  Public  Law  89-136)  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(1)  Subsection  (b)  (4)  thereof  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘or’  and  by  inserting  immedi¬ 
ately  after  ‘two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand,’ 
the  following:  ‘or  an  area  composed  of  com¬ 
pact  contiguous  census  tracts  containing  at 
least  fifty  thousand  persons,’. 

“(2)  Such  section  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub¬ 
section: 

“‘(f)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
vide  assistance  under  sections  101,  201,  and 
202  of  this  Act  to  a  project  located  adjacent 
to  a  redevelopment  area  if  he  finds  that  the 
assistance  to  such  project  will  primarily  or 
substantially  benefit  the  residents  of  such 
redevelopment  area.’ 

“(e)  Subsection  (g)  of  section  403  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(g)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  per  fiscal  year 
for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1966, 
and  June  30,  1967,  and  not  to  exceed  $65,000,- 
000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1968,  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30, 

1970,  for  financial  assistance  extended  under 
the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  (3)  and 
(a)  (4)  of  this  section.’  ” 

On  page  56,  line  13,  strike  out  “201.”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “202.” 

On  page  56,  strike  out  lines  19  through 
25,  inclusive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

“Sec.  203.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘(c)  (1)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  section  not  to 
exceed  $15,000,000  per  fiscal  years  for  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  June 
30,  1967,  and  not  to  exceed  $20,000,000  per 
fiscal  year  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 

1968,  June  30,  1969,  and  June  30,  1970. 

“  '(2)  Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  sub¬ 
section  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated 
by  the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commission 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section.’  ” 

On  page  57,  line  1,  strike  out  “203.”  and 
insert  “204.” 

On  page  59,  line  25,  strike  out  “204.”  and 
insert  “205.” 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN  (interrupting  the 
reading).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani¬ 


September  14,  1967 

mous  consent  to  dispense  with  further 
reading  of  the  amendment.  I  will  ex¬ 
plain  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object — and  I  shall  not 
object — I  have  not  seen  the  amendment. 
I  shall  appreciate  it  if  the  gentleman  will 
supply  me  with  a  copy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my  reser¬ 
vation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  propose  an  amendment  to  title  IV,  sec- 
tion_401,  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act,  the  measure 
which  the  committee  has  already  pro¬ 
posed  to  amend. 

My  amendment,  in  slightly  different 
wording  and  to  some  slightly  different 
effect,  was  ordered  reported  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  during  the  last 
Congress.  Unfortunately,  the  action  was 
taken  late  in  the  session  and  the  House 
did  not  have  the  opportunity  to  vote  on 
the  measure.  The  proposal,  however,  has 
had  extensive  hearings  in  committee.  It 
is  not  lightly  submitted.  I  first  brought 
it  up  on  the  floor  of  the  House  some 
years  ago,  and  I  have  put  a  great  deal  of 
research  into  it.  I  am  anxious  that  the 
membership  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
vote  on  it  now. 

The  amendment  is  simple,  but  I  con¬ 
sider  it  of  fundamental  importance.  The 
act,  as  it  currently  reads,  provides  for 
assistance  in  economic  development  to 
counties  or  cities  of  250,000  or  more 
which  have  above-average  unemploy¬ 
ment.  The  standards  appear  straightfor¬ 
ward  enough  and  adequate  to  realize  the 
intentions  of  the  act.  In  reality,  however, 
they  contain  a  serious  flaw,  which  pre¬ 
vents  this  legislation  from  being  applied 
in  those  areas  where  it  is  needed  most. 

The  key  standard  for  assistance  under 
this  act  is  that  the  rate  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  of  an  entire  county  or  municipality 
must  be  taken  into  account  in  determin¬ 
ing  eligibility.  But  as  we  have  seen  in 
recent  years,  the  neediest  areas  of  our 
Nation  are  the  pockets  of  poverty  within 
such  generally  affluent  jurisdictions. 

Under  present  law,  it  is  now  impossible 
to  help  those  pockets  of  poverty  within 
cities  like  New  York,  Los  Angeles,  Chi¬ 
cago,  and  Detroit  which  are  generally 
prosperous  communities.  It  is  essential 
for  us  to  attack  these  islands  of  misery. 
My  amendment  would  amend  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
to  make  these  islands  of  misery  eligible 
for  assistance. 

My  amendment  provides  that  compact 
contiguous  census  tracts  containing  at 
least  50,000  persons  can  benefit  from  the 
terms  of  this  law  if  they  otherwise  meet 
the  eligibility  stipulations.  Some  90  lo¬ 
calities  would  potentially  be  reached  by 
this  proposal.  It  is  a  fair  proposal.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  does  no  more  than  to  rectify  an 
oversight  made  when  the  law  was  origi¬ 
nally  enacted.  It  was  not,  I  believe,  the 
intention  of  the  framers  of  this  act  to 
exclude  the  very  areas  that  could  bene¬ 
fit  most  from  it  and  whose  need  for  it 
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was  most  desperate.  I  am  persuaded  that 
my  measure — known  familiarly  as  the 
neighborhood  assistance  bill — addresses 
itself  to  the  Nation’s  major  domestic 
problem,  in  a  fashion  that  is  just  and 
forthright. 

It  is  also  my  belief  that  this  addition 
to  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act  will  require  additional 
funding  in  order  to  be  effectively  carried 
out.  Part  of  my  amendment  would  thus 
increase  annual  authorization  of  appro¬ 
priations  under  titles  I-V  by  $250  mil¬ 
lion.  In  my  judgment,  this  is  a  reasonable 
sum  and  one  responsive  to  the  needs  of 
this  amendment. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  this 
amendment.  We  have  had  a  very  tough 
summer  in  our  urban  areas.  We  probably 
have  not  seen  the  end  of  trouble.  It  is 
certain  that  by  doing  nothing  we  will  in¬ 
tensify  despair  and  add  to  woe.  I  believe 
that  this  amendment  will  help  to  reverse 
the  growing  trend  toward  irrational  be¬ 
havior  in  our  slums. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  been  much 
concern  expressed  on  the  floor  today  for 
the  problems  of  the  rural  areas.  I  sym¬ 
pathize  with  the  needs  of  rural  America. 
With  my  urban  colleagues,  I  have  voted 
to  help  rural  America,  but  I  think  it  is 
time  now  that  rural  America  recognize 
that  there  is  reciprocity  involved,  that 
Congress  cannot  continue  to  take  Gov¬ 
ernment  assistance  as  a  one-way  street. 
The  Federal  Treasury  is  more  than  one 
big  rural  subsidy. 

Despite  the  well- advertised  crisis  in  the 
cities,  the  money  spent  for  rural  needs  is 
today  totally  disproportionate  to  urban 
expenditures.  The  cities,  after  all,  are  re¬ 
ceiving  the  uneducated,  untrained,  mi¬ 
grants  from  the  rural  areas.  It  is  the  cit¬ 
ies  which  must  compensate  for  the  short¬ 
comings  in  education  and  training  they 
received  in  rural  America.  It  is  the  cities 
which  must  find  these  people  jobs.  In  this 
migration  from  the  rural  areas  of  men 
and  women  poorly  prepared  for  the  de¬ 
mands  of  the  city  lies  the  source  of  much 
of  the  current  urban  crisis.  The  cities 
thus  pay  doubly  for  the  shortcomings  in 
rural  life — they  pay  in  taxes  for  direct 
assistance  such  as  this  bill  contains,  and 
they  absorb  the  men  and  women  who 
come  to  them  in  search  of  a  decent  life. 

Let  me  tell  you,  rural  America,  that 
we  are  taking  your  downtrodden  and 
trying  our  very  best  to  make  them  into 
useful  citizens.  But  we  desperately  need 
help.  We  do  not  want  unemployment, 
slums,  rats,  inadequate  schools.  We  do 
not  want  riots.  They  are  not  our  fate  by 
choice.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  every 
man  and  woman  on  this  floor  to  recog¬ 
nize  that  the  city’s  problems  are  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  problems.  That  is  why  I  ask  for 
your  vote  orv  this  amendment. 

The  Economic  Development  Act  is  in 
itself  a  good  one.  It  is  meant  to  channel 
investment  where  the  best  use  can  be 
made  of  it.  It  encourages  the  free  enter¬ 
prise  system.  It  is  aimed  to  restore  not 
only  hope  but  the  pride  of  work  in  men 
who  have  been  persistently  unemployed. 
From  it  will  flow  the  benefits  of  bread¬ 
winners  who  can  support  their  families, 
who  are  not  tempted  to  the  folly  of  vio¬ 
lence,  who  can  meet  their  needs  by  their 
own  efforts.  This  act  is  in  the  best  Amer¬ 
ican  tradition. 


I  make  no  claim,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  is  a  panacea  for  the  ills  of  the 
American  city.  But  I  say  that  it  arms 
men  of  good  will  with  one  more  im¬ 
portant  weapon  to  meet  the  city’s  needs. 
We  will  not  avoid  the  repetition  of  the 
violence  in  Newark  and  Detroit  unless 
we  act.  My  amendment,  I  believe,  will 
provide  our  local  leaders  with  another 
instrument  for  acting  wisely. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HOWARD.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent,  if 
we  can  have  it,  to  have  all  debate  on  this 
amendment  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  it  would  be  helpful  to 
the  other  Members  to  know,  I  think,  that 
according  to  information  supplied  to  us 
there  are  only  about  four  amendments 
to  be  offered  to  this  title.  We  think  we 
also  have  an  agreement  with  reference 
to  limiting  time  on  three  of  them  on  the 
other  side.  So  I  think  if  we  can  keep  the 
Members  on  the  floor  and  work  at  these 
amendments,  we  can  conclude  in  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  about  40  minutes  with  cooperation 
from  the  membership. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Farbstein]  has  most  elo¬ 
quently  stated  the  great  plight  of  the 
cities  of  America.  Certainly,  Mi-.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  is  correct  in  stating 
that  this  Congress  should  provide  assist¬ 
ance  in  helping  the  cities  of  this  Nation, 
through  programs  such  as  the  model 
cities  program,  the  poverty  program,  the 
urban  renewal  programs,  additional  edu¬ 
cational  programs,  and  housing.  All  of 
these  things  are  needed  by  the  cities  at 
this  time. 

However,  his  amendment  to  this  bill 
does  not  in  any  way  help  in  the  fields 
which  so  badly  need  assistance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  talked  about 
a  figure  of  50,000  population,  with  no 
stipulation  as  to  whether  it  should  be 
one  municipality.  It  could  be  a  portion  of 
several  municipalities.  We  could  say  that 
we  could  probably  create  throughout 
this  country  many  more  than  the  90 
areas  he  stated  that  might  be  helped  and 
assisted  through  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment.  In  fact,  looking  back  at  the 
gerrymandering  that  can  be  done  and 
which  has  been  done  throughout  the 
country  in  the  question  of  congressional 
redistricting,  we  could  find  that  any¬ 
thing  could  happen.  For  instance,  we 
could  have  the  fusion  of  areas  in  adjoin¬ 
ing  States,  we  could  have  a  few  more 
from  another  town  and  thus  we  could 
create  what  might  look  like  a  contiguous 
area  of  50,000  population,  a  requirement 
that  might  fit  the  provisions  of  this  bill. 

We  could  create  1,000  new  areas  that 
could  drain  money  from  this  legislation 
but  only  hit  50,000  people  in  each.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  this  would  represent  a  dilution  of 


the  provisions  of  this  bill.  However,  if  we 
dilute  this  bill  so  much  that  the  outlying 
areas  cannot  provide  the  services  needed 
for  their  people,  we  will  find  these  people 
moving  into  the  cities  and  thereby  fur¬ 
ther  compound  the  problem  that  the 
cities  have  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  to  our  interest  to 
see  that  the  people,  all  of  the  people,  be¬ 
come  better  off  economically  outside  the 
cities,  because  these  are  the  people  who 
move  into  the  cities,  not  the  people  with 
good  incomes  and  with  good  jobs,  but  the 
people  who  cannot  make  a  living  outside 
the  cities,  and  particularly  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  area.  In  the  last  few  years  we 
have  seen  over  2  million  people  leave  that 
area.  Most  of  them  have  come  to  the 
cities  and  have  caused  a  greater  prob¬ 
lem,  people  whom  we  should  provide  with 
better  opportunity,  better  jobs,  in  order 
that  they  may  live  within  their  own  areas 
under  provisions  of  legislation  greater 
than  are  contained  in  a  mere  amendment 
to  this  bill  today. 

So,  certainly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  that  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  shall  concern  itself  with  this 
problem  and  will  hold  hearings  thereon 
within  the  very  near  future. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOWARD.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

(Mr.  FALLON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  have  discussed  the 
amendment  which  has  been  offered  by 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Farbstein]  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  as  well  as  with  the  members  of  the 
committee  and  with  the  counsel  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

We  have  come  to  the  conclusion  and 
belief  that  this  amendment  should  be 
discussed  in  the  legislation  dealing  with 
the  EDA,  when  we  consider  it  again. 

It  is,  therefore,  our  hope  that  we  shall 
be  able  to  hear  it  again  this  year  and  if 
not  this  year,  the  first  part  of  next  year. 

Mr.  HOWARD.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment,  if 
adopted,  would  do  very  little  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  problems  with  which  our 
cities  are  faced  today.  However,  it  would 
do  a  great  deal  of  harm  to  the  other 
areas  of  the  country  which  are  presently 
in  the  process  of  helping  their  own  eco¬ 
nomic  development.  Certainly,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  stated  a  sound  program  and 
it  needs  to  be  done  this  year.  Certainly, 
.the  plan  which  has  been  offered  by  the 
gentleman  should  be  heard  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works.  However,  this  is 
not  the  time  nor  the  piece  of  legislation 
under  which  and  during  which  to  con¬ 
sider  this  amendment,  an  amendment 
which  would  raise  the  hopes  of  the  city 
people  that  through  the  adoption  of  such 
amendment  we  will  be  able  to  really  get 
at  the  heart  of  our  problems. 

The  cities  have  problems,  many  of 
them,  and  all  of  us  want  to  begin  work 
upon  the  solution  of  these  problems. 
Certainly,  we  should  do  more  along  this 
line  than  we  have  done  in  the  past.  How¬ 
ever,  we  should  work  on  this  problem  in 
the  future  in  the  proper  way. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  defeat  of  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Edmondson]. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time  and 
ask  for  a  vote  on  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  FarbstetnL 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CRAMER 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer:  On 
page  56,  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  follows 
through  and  including  line  8  of  page  60. 

Renumber  the  titles  and  sections  of  the 
bill,  and  references  thereto,  accordingly. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  simple  amendment.  It  simply  strikes 
title  II  which  embodies  amendments  to 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  not  to  the  Appalachian 
Act.  Title  II  does  not  belong  in  this  bill 
in  the  first  place.  My  amendment  is  a 
good  way  to  get  it  out. 

This  bill  was  supposed  to  deal  only  with 
Appalachia.  Suddenly  Appalachia  be¬ 
came  stretched  all  over  the  United  States, 
so  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned,  with 
these  regions — Four  Corners,  Ozarks, 
Upper  Great  Lakes,  New  England,  and 
Coastal  Plains — with  still  others  coming, 
being  included.  So  the  $15  million  per 
region  means  over  the  $75  million  in  title 
II,  for  sure.  Who  knows  how  many  other 
regions  there  will  be.  What  title  II  does, 
very  simply,  is  to  give  them  another  layer 
cake  in  the  EDA  area.  They  already  have 
a  grant  program — here  it  is  in  the  basic 
act — but  they  are  not  satisfied  with  only 
that.  Do  you  know  why?  Because  they 
cannot  use  that  grant  money  to  build 
highways,  there  are  no  highways  built 
through  EDA.  We  agreed  there  would  not 
be  highway  programs  in  EDA,  because  we 
already  have  highway  programs. 

In  addition  to  that,  what  title  II  does  is 
permit  them  to  spend  construction  money 
in  nondepressed  counties.  Furthermore, 
everybody  admits  this  is  just  “seed 
money,”  for  there  will  be  a  lot  more  com¬ 
ing.  This  is  just  the  beginning,  and  they 
can  spend  this  money  in  nondepressed 
counties. 

Throughout  the  United  States  there 
are  hundreds  of  depressed  counties  that 
get  EDA  support;  and  in  the  EDA  areas 
in  these  regions  that  I  just  mentioned 
you  have  to  be  in  the  depressed  county 
in  order  to  get  the  money  and  to  get  con¬ 
struction.  Now  they  want  this  new  seed 
money.  That  means,  like  I  said  before, 
that  you  can  get  into  some  pretty  big 
expenditures  shortly  with  expenditures 
in  the  neighborhood  of  $200  or  $300  mil¬ 
lion  for  these  regions  to  be  spent  in  the 
nondepressed  counties. 

Title  II  just  does  not  make  sense.  It 
should  not  be  in  this  bill  in  any  event. 
We  are  probably  going  to  be  considering 
EDA  amendments  next  year  anyway. 
That  is  when  amendments  of  all  natures, 
including  this,  should  be  considered. 
Next  year;  not  this  one. 


Of  course,  title  n  just  happens  to  be 
not  asked  for  by  the  administration,  not 
asked  for  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
not  asked  for  by  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government;  but  it  just  happens  to 
have  been  ordered  in  the  other  body 
because  they  knew  they  were  in  trouble 
with  Appalachia.  So  in  order  to  get  some 
more  funds  for  Appalachia,  because  the 
people  outside  of  it  know  they  are  being 
discriminated  against,  they  had  to  put 
some  “incentives”  in  the  bill  for  those 
people  outside  of  Appalachia  who  are  in 
the  EDA  region — and  here  it  is,  title  II. 

Title  II  got  in  this  in  the  other  body, 
so  that  those  in  the  other  region  could 
be  tempted  to  vote  for  Appalachia,  good 
or  bad.  So  it  was  on  the  basis  of  their 
getting  some  of  the  “goodies”  in  these 
other  regions  and  hoping  to  buy  their 
votes  with  title  H. 

Now,  I  happen  to  believe  that  the 
Members  of  this  House  are  going  to  exer¬ 
cise  their  judgment  based  upon  their 
best  evaluation  of  the  situation,  based 
upon  what  they  honestly  and  sincerely 
believe  should  be  done  in  their  districts. 
I  commend  them  for  doing  so,  and  I 
only  hope  they  will  judge  it  on  that  basis, 
rather  than  swap  votes  between  EDA  and 
Appalachia. 

I  repeat — it  was  not  asked  for  by  the 
administration.  It  does  not  make  sense 
to  put  this  money  into  nondepressed 
counties,  as  it  can  be  done. 

I  hope  that  this  matter  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  at  the  proper  time  when  the  EDA 
authorization  is  up  for  consideration. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  You 
know  that  we  States  of  Appalachia  also 
have  helped  Florida.  For  example,  I  am 
the  ranking  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Astronautics  and  Science,  and  I  re¬ 
member  well  the  matter  of  the  Merritt 
Island  Causeway  to  go  over  to  Cape  Ken¬ 
nedy  in  order  to  let  the  Florida  people 
go  to  their  jobs  quickly  and  get  back 
quickly.  That  was  put  in  at  Federal 
Government  expense.  I  think  that  was 
very  fine  and  I  am  glad  to  have  you  do 
that.  But  do  you  not  think  the  people 
of  Appalachia  should  be  entitled  to  get 
out  of  the  hills  with  the  same  kind  of 
help? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  This  deals  with  areas 
outside  of  Appalachia,  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  so  far  as  the  19  States 
of  this  Union  are  concerned,  this  is  the 
meat  of  the  coconut  in  this  bill  that  we 
are  talking  about  right  now.  Because 
there  are  19  States  that  make  up  the  five 
regional  commissions  that  have  been  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  the  bill  that  we 
passed  on  August  12,  1965,  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  1965. 

By  a  vote  of  246  to  138  this  Congress 
told  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  es¬ 
tablish  regional  commissions  to  try  to 
get  at  the  regional  problems  that  exist 
throughout  the  United  States  outside  of 
the  Appalachian  region  and  to  provide 
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planning  money  and  organization  money 
for  these  other  commissions  and  to  pre¬ 
pare  them  for  a  grant-in-aid  program. 

That  is  what  we  decided  by  a  vote  of 
246  to  138  on  August  12, 1965. 

This  has  taken  place  in  the  interval 
since  then: 

On  May  1,  1966,  the  Ozark  Commission 
was  created  incorporating  the  States  of 
Arkansas,  Missouri,  and  Oklahoma. 

On  March  2,  1966,  the  New  England 
Commission  was  created  incorporating 
the  States  of  Connecticut,  Vermont,  New 
Hampshire,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  and 
Rhode  Island. 

On  March  3,  1966,  the  Great  Lakes 
Region  Commission  was  created  incor¬ 
porating  portions  of  Wisconsin,  Michi¬ 
gan,  and  Minnesota. 

On  December  19,  1966,  the  Four  Cor¬ 
ners  Commission  was  created  incorpo¬ 
rating  counties  within  portions  of  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  Colorado,  and  Arizona. 

Finally,  on  December  21,  1966,  the 
Coastal  Plains  Region  Commission  was 
created  incorporating  portions  of  Geor¬ 
gia,  North  Carolina,  and  South  Carolina. 

Now  these  have  been  established.  They 
have  been  set  up  and  they  have  done 
their  preliminary  planning. 

They  come  before  us  now,  the  five 
commissions,  seeking  assistance  in  their 
grant-in-aid  programs.  Their  need  is  es¬ 
tablished,  if  you  want  to  look  at  it,  on 
page  400  of  the  hearings,  establishing 
clear  deficiencies  below  the  national  av¬ 
erage  in  their  grant-in-aid  programs. 

I  think  we  are  exercising  legislative 
initiative  when  we  recognize  these  needs 
and  when  we  fund  these  commissions 
pursuant  to  the  charter  that  we  gave 
them  in  1965. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  defeated. 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  associate  myself 
with  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  hold  here  a  document — Arkansas 
Strategy  for  Ozarks  Development. 

This  document  was  put  together  by 
people  of  the  community  as  a  plan  for 
raising  the  economic  level  of  the  Ozark 
region.  It  illustrates  their  great  desire 
to  solve  this  problem. 

I  will  say  to  my  friends  on  our  side 
of  the  aisle  that  if  there  ever  was  a  piece 
of  legislation  that  carried  forward  the 
ideology  of  what  I  feel  is  the  philosophy 
of  our  side  of  the  aisle,  this  is  it.  The 
programing  and  spending  of  money  will 
be  at  the  local  level,  to  solve  local  prob¬ 
lems,  with  local  supervision  and  di¬ 
rection. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  remarks. 

(Mr.  HAMMERSCHMIDT  asked  and 
was  given  pel-mission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  the  hour  is 
late. 
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The  supplemental  grant  program  to 
be  authorized  by  title  II  of  S.  602  is  based 
on  the  substantial  experience  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  over 
a  period  of  more  than  2  years.  Both  the 
House  and  Senate  reports  on  the  bill  call 
the  program  an  “outstanding  success,” 
one  which  is  well  worth  extending  to 
other  economic  development  regions. 

Under  the  supplemental  grant  pro¬ 
gram,  regional  commissions  may  raise 
the  authorized  Federal  percentage  under 
existing  grant-in-aid  programs — which 
range  from  30  to  66  percent — to  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  80  percent.  The  degree  of  sup¬ 
plementation  is  determined  in  each  case 
by  the  individual  community’s  ability 
to  pay.  Experience  under  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program  shows  that  very  few 
projects  actually  use  the  maximum  sup¬ 
plemental  grant  available;  under  that 
program,  supplemental  funds  have  ac¬ 
counted  for  an  average  of  approximately 
20  percent  of  a  project’s  total  cost. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  New  England  Re¬ 
gional  Commission,  recognizing  the  need 
of  many  of  its  communities  for  supple¬ 
mental  grant  funds,  has  already  taken 
steps  to  initiate  a  sound  program  for  the 
six  New  England  States.  At  its  July  6 
meeting  in  Boston,  the  New  England 
Governors — Volpe,  of  Massachusetts, 
Dempsey,  of  Connecticut,  King,  of  New 
Hampshire,  Chafee,  of  Rhode  Island, 
Hoff,  of  Vermont,  and  Curtis,  of  Maine — 
and  the  Federal  cochairman  adopted  a 
resolution  establishing  guidelines  for  the 
supplemental  grant  program  to  be  au¬ 
thorized  by  S.  602.  At  that  time,  the  com¬ 
mission  declared  its  intention  to  initiate 
the  program  as  soon  as  funds  were  made 
available  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  guide¬ 
lines  adopted  by  the  New  England  Com¬ 
mission  are  responsible  and  constructive 
and  provide  adequate  assurance  that 
supplemental  grant  funds  will  be  used  to 
assist  economically  distressed  communi¬ 
ties.  These  guidelines — established  with 
the  full  participation  of  the  six  New 
England  Governors  and  their  staffs  and 
the  Federal  cochairmen — provide  that. 

First.  Funds  made  available  to  the 
commission  will  be  allocated  among  the 
States  on  the  basis  of  population  and 
economic  need,  using  such  factors  as 
the  State’s  unemployment  rate  and  num¬ 
ber  of  local  governmental  units; 

Second.  Communities  applying  for 
such  grants  must  submit  proposals  for 
projects  to  the  State  member  of  the  com¬ 
mission— the  Governor — representing 
that  community; 

Third.  Each  State  member  of  the  com¬ 
mission  must  establish  sound  procedures 
for  considering  the  financial  resources 
available  to  communities  applying  for 
supplemental  grants;  and 

Fourth.  The  commission  shall  recom¬ 
mend  the  approval  of  supplemental 
grants  only  to  those  projects  consistent 
with  State  public  investment  plans  being 
prepared  by  each  of  the  New  England 
States. 

The  role  of  the  States  in  this  program 
is  a  crucial  one.  The  commission’s  guide¬ 
lines  require  that  each  State  develop  pro¬ 
cedures  to  determine  the  economic  need 
and  financial  resources  of  communities 
applying  for  the  grants.  In  this  way,  each 


Governor  can  direct  grant  funds  to  those 
areas  of  his  State  which  are  in  the  great¬ 
est  need  of  such  assistance. 

In  addition  to  showing  financial  need, 
each  community  will  be  required  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  that  its  project  is  consistent 
with  the  goals  and  priorities  established 
by  the  State  in  its  public  investment 
plan.  These  plans,  financed  by  the  com¬ 
mission,  are  now  being  prepared  by  the 
New  England  States;  they  will  play  a 
vital  role  in  assuring  the  greatest  pos¬ 
sible  returns  on  the  public  dollars  to  be 
invested. 

In  brief,  each  State  public  investment 
plan  will: 

First.  Formulate  the  State’s  economic 
and  social  goals  and  objectives; 

Second.  Identify  major  growth  poten¬ 
tials  and  specific  programs  to  provide 
economic  growth; 

Third.  Identify  growing  areas  within 
the  State; 

Fourth.  Determine  the  State’s  priori¬ 
ties  for  public  investment ;  and 

Fifth.  Detail  the  State’s  plans  for  im¬ 
proving  the  effectiveness  of  its  economic 
and  social  development  planning  and 
programing. 

These  State  public  investment  plans 
being  prepared  by  the  New  England 
States  are  not  simply  further  exercises 
in  restating  well  known  needs  and  objec¬ 
tives.  Each  plan  will  be  the  State’s  prin¬ 
cipal  guide  for  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  planning  and  programing.  In 
the  short  run,  the  plans  will  guide  the 
commission’s  decisions  to  approve  or  dis¬ 
approve  individual  applications  for  sup¬ 
plemental  grants;  in  the  long  rim,  the 
plans  will  influence  all  Federal,  State, 
and  private  investments  in  projects  de¬ 
signed  to  promote  economic  and  social 
development. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  commission’s  two  guidelines  on  sup¬ 
plemental  grants  and  State  public  in¬ 
vestment  plans  are  outstanding  exam¬ 
ples  of  what  can  be  done  through  a  true 
Federal-State  partnership.  In  practice, 
these  guidelines  mean  that  each  State 
will  be  able  to  choose  among  competing 
investments  on  the  basis  of  facts  and 
criteria  mutually  accepted  by  the  State 
and  the  Federal  Government.  A  good  ex¬ 
ample  would  involve  choosing  between  a 
manpower  training  center  and  a  waste 
treatment  facility,  when  limited  financial 
resources  prohibit  the  funding  of  both 
facilities.  Through  the  commission,  the 
State  can  make  a  more  meaningful 
choice. 

The  amendments  contained  in  title  H 
of  the  bill  would  enable  the  regional 
commissions  to  carry  on  balanced  pro¬ 
grams  of  economic  and  social  develop¬ 
ment.  The  $2.5  million  in  technical  as¬ 
sistance  funds  would  permit  each  com¬ 
mission  to  perform  necessary  research 
activities  and  assemble  competent  staffs 
of  economists,  transportation  specialists, 
and  urban  and  rural  experts.  The  $5  mil¬ 
lion  in  supplemental  grant  funds  would 
enable  each  commission  to  translate 
sound  planning  into  needed  develop¬ 
ment  projects — in  manpower  training, 
regional  airports,  waste  treatment  facili¬ 
ties,  and  hospitals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  motion  to  strike 
title  n  should  be  overwhelmingly  de¬ 


feated.  I  urge  my  fellow  members  to  give 
these  regional  commissions  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  and  the  resources  to  assist  the 
thousands  of  citizens  in  their  regions. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BATES.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
colleague  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment.  I  find  lit¬ 
tle  reason  to  accept  the  minority  views 
concerning  title  II  of  the  bill. 

First.  The  minority  states  that  S.  602 
is  not  the  proper  place  for  substantive 
amendments  to  title  V  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  1965;  that  S.  602  is  designed  simply  to 
authorize  funds  to  carry  on  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  program;  and  that  titles  I  and 
II,  in  effect,  dear  with  “different  sub¬ 
jects.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  arguments  are 
difficult  to  accept.  Title  V  commissions 
established  by  the  1965  act  are  modeled 
after  the  Appalachian  Commission.  Title 
V  commissions  have  the  same  organiza¬ 
tional  structure  and  staffing  pattern. 
And,  more  importantly,  they  have  the 
same  functions  and  responsibilities  for 
promoting  the  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  their  respective  regions. 

In  1965,  the  House  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  regarded  the  enactment  of 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  Act  as  a  logi¬ 
cal  extension  of  the  Appalachian  con¬ 
cept.  In  1967,  the  committee  bases  its 
amendments  to  title  V  on  the  experience 
gained  in  the  Appalachian  program.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  sure  that  most  Members 
of  the  House  find  the  committee’s  ap¬ 
proach  a  most  reasonable  and  sensible 
one. 

Second,  the  minority  states  that  au¬ 
thority  to  make  supplemental  grants  is 
already  contained  in  title  I  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  1965,  limited,  however,  to  redevelop¬ 
ment  areas;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  supplemental  grants  to  be  authorized 
by  S.  602  could  be  made  “for  projects 
within  any  county  in  an  economic  de¬ 
velopment  region,  regardless  of  its  eco¬ 
nomic  condition.” 

It  is  true  that  title  I  of  the  Public 
Works  Act  contains  authority  for  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  supple¬ 
mental  grants  to  needy  communities. 
However,  these  funds  are  limited.  In 
fiscal  year  1967,  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  used  less  than  $7  million  for  such 
grants,  which  were  available  throughout 
the  country. 

In  fiscal  year  1968,  less  than  $5  mil¬ 
lion  has  been  allocated  for  supplemental 
grants.  Furthermore,  the  economic  de¬ 
velopment  administration’s  general 
policy  of  making  these  limited  funds 
available  to  the  most  needy  communities 
first — the  so-called  worst-first  policy — 
will  result  in  many  economically  dis¬ 
tressed  communities  being  left  unas¬ 
sisted,  even  though  they  are  eligible  for 
the  grants. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  clear  that  the 
minority  has  misconstrued  the  purpose 
of  the  supplemental  grants  to  be  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  bill.  They  cannot  be 
made  to  any  community  “regardless  of 
its  economic  condition.”  The  actual  pur¬ 
pose  of  these  supplemental  grants  is 
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clearly  stated  in  the  very  first  sentence 
of  the  new  section  509,  which  would  be 
added  to  the  1965  act,  as  follows: 

In  order  to  enable  the  States  and  other 
entitles  within  economic  development  re¬ 
gions  ...  to  take  maximum  advantage  of 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  .  .  .  for  which 
they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of 
their  economic  situation,  they  cannot  supply 
the  required  matching  share,  the  secretary 
is  authorized  .  .  . 

The  restrictions  imposed  by  the  bill 
on  the  new  supplementary  grant  au¬ 
thority  are  explicitly  stated.  Grants  can 
be  made  only  to  communities  which, 
“because  of  their  economic  situation,” 
cannot  supply  the  required  matching 
share  under  existing  Federal  programs. 
The  language  I  have  just  quoted  is  sub¬ 
stantially  identical  to  that  used  in  sec¬ 
tion  214  of  the  Appalachian  Act  and 
title  I  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965.  It  is  in  no 
sense  the  radical  departure  that  it  has 
been  made  out  to  be,  and  can  in  no  way 
be  administered  to  assist  “prosperous” 
communities,  as  claimed  by  the  minority. 

Third,  the  minority  states  that  the 
funds  to  be  provided  to  regional  com¬ 
missions  in  S.  602  are  substantial  and 
should  not  be  made  available  prior  to 
full  hearings  by  the  Public  Works 
Committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  would  require 
the  allocation  of  up  to  $2.5  million  to 
each  regional  commission  for  research 
and  planning  and  the  payment  of  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses.  As  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  I 
must  remind  the  minority  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  appropriation 
bill  passed  by  the  House  earlier  this  ses¬ 
sion  contains  an  appropriation  of  only 
$6.2  million  for  the  title  V  program,  even 
though  $15  million  is  authorized  for  ap¬ 
propriation.  With  the  possibility  that  in 
fiscal  year  1968  five  commissions  will  be 
active,  it  is  more  than  likely  that  each 
commission  will  receive  less  money  for 
research,  planning,  and  administrative 
expenses  in  fiscal  year  1968  than  it  did 
in  fiscal  year  1967. 

The  $5  million  in  supplemental  grant 
funds  certainly  cannot  satisfy  the  de¬ 
mand  for  such  assistance  in  any  of  the 
title  V  regions.  For  example,  when  di¬ 
vided  among  the  six  New  England  States, 
the  appropriation  of  the  full  $5  million 
authorization  would  result  in  an  average 
allocation  of  only  $833,000  per  State. 

Furthermore,  even  if  the  full  $5  mil¬ 
lion  is  appropriated,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  is  authorized  to  make  these 
funds  available  to  the  commissions  only 
upon  the  completion  of  “a  comprehen¬ 
sive  long-range  economic  plan”  for  the 
region.  I  believe  this  provision  of  the  bill 
is  more  than  adequate  to  assure  the  wise 
and  reasonable  expenditure  of  these 
grant  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendments  con¬ 
tained  in  title  n  of  the  bill  represent  an 
important  and  constructive  step  in  the 
evolution  of  the  title  V  regional  commis¬ 
sions.  They  are  intended  to  enable  the 
commissions  to  initiate  meaningful  pro¬ 
grams  to  assist  in  meeting  the  needs  of 
the  people  in  their  regions.  I  strongly 
urge  my  fellow  Members  to  reject  the 
motion  to  strike  title  n. 


Mr.  BATES.  I  thank  the  gentleman.  I 
concur  Jn  his  remarks.  For  those  who  say 
that  the  program  should  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  here  but  ought  to  be  considered 
in  other  legislation,  I  say  the  fact  is  the 
issue  is  before  us.  The  fact  is  the  need 
is  clear. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  this  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  CONTE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
ITl£LI*ks  ) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  wonder  if  we 
could  get  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  at  this  time  with  regard  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  amendment  that  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  all  amendments  thereto  the 
debate  close  at  about  6:15? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  I  am  ready  to  vote  now. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  the  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  at  6: 10  p.m. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment.  The 
amendments  contained  in  title  H  are 
realistic  and  long  overdue.  The  “seed 
money”  provided  to  regional  commis¬ 
sions  is  essential  if  they  are  to  play  an 
effective  role  in  promoting  economic  and 
social  development  in  lagging-regions. 

These  regional  commissions  were  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress  in  August  of 
1965.  This  motion  would  deny  them  mod¬ 
est  sums  to  initiate  a  modest  program. 

The  six  New  England  States  were  des¬ 
ignated  an  economic  development  region 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Governors  of  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  States,  on  March  2,  1966.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  cochairman,  John  J.  Linnehan,  was 
named  to  his  post  in  January  of  1967. 

March  20  of  this  year,  the  six  New 
England  Governors  met  in  Washington, 
and,  with  the  Federal  cochairman, 
adopted  a  charter,  bylaws,  and  other  res¬ 
olutions  necessary  to  initiate  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  activities.  At  that  meeting,  the 
State  members  of  the  Commission  elected 
Gov.  John  A.  Volpe,  of  Massachusetts,  the 
State  cochairman,  and  Gov.  John  W. 
King,  of  New  Hampshire,  the  alternate 
State  cochairman. 

The  Commission  has  met  twice  since 
that  time,  in  April  and  again  in  July.  At 
these  meetings,  the  Commission  initiated 
a  remarkably  comprehensive  planning 
and  research  program  with  the  very  lim¬ 
ited  amount  of  funds  available  to  it 
through  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
The  Commission’s  Initial  program  in¬ 
cludes  both  regionwide  and  State  plan¬ 
ning  and  research. 

The  regionwide  planning  program  is 
the  Commission’s  major  effort  for  its  first 


year.  The  Commission  has  embarked  on 
the  preparation  of  a  comprehensive  eco¬ 
nomic  plan  for  New  England,  as  required 
by  the  enabling  legislation  and  the 
amendments  contained  in  S.  602.  This 
plan  will  include — 

First,  an  up-to-date  report  on  all  the 
essential  components  of  the  region’s 
economy — natural  resources,  employ¬ 
ment  and  income,  health,  education,  and 
so  forth; 

Second,  a  comparison  of  the  region 
with  the  Nation  as  a  whole; 

Third,  an  identification  of  the  region’s 
major  economic  strengths  and  weak¬ 
nesses; 

Fourth,  based  on  its  findings,  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  priorities  for  public  and  private 
action  within  the  region;  and 

Fifth,  the  commission’s  overall 
strategy  for  promoting  economic  and 
social  development. 

The  comprehensive  economic  plan  will 
place  emphasis  on  promoting  the  New 
England  region’s  great  recreation  and 
tourism  potentials,  and  increasing  the 
region’s  foreign  trade  opportunities. 

Additional  regionwide  planning  is  also 
being  conducted  in  three  areas  of  pri¬ 
mary  importance  to  the  New  England 
States: 

First,  the  economic  impact  of  water 
and  air  pollution  on  industry  and 
commerce; 

Second,  weaknesses  in  the  region’s 
transportation  network;  and 

Third,  programs  designed  to  fill  both 
private  and  public  manpower  needs. 

In  the  area  of  State  planning,  the  com¬ 
mission  has  already  made  grants — 
totaling  $226,750 — to  the  six  States  to 
finance  the  preparation  of  State  public 
investment  plans.  These  plans  will,  in 
general,  assess  each  State’s  needs  and 
objectives  for  promoting  economic  de¬ 
velopment,  and  determine  its  own  priori¬ 
ties  for  public  investment  in  that  State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  deny  these  commis¬ 
sions  funds  to  carry  on  additional  pro¬ 
grams  would  greatly  discourage  the  six 
Governors  in  my  region  who  have  worked 
so  hard  to  initiate  a  constructive  pro¬ 
gram  for  their  States.  To  cut  off  funds 
at  this  time  would  make  meaningless 
the  research  and  planning  which  has  al¬ 
ready  been  initiated. 

I  urge  my  fellow  Members  to  defeat 
this  motion.  Regional  commissions  can 
make  a  great  contribution  to  sound  and 
effective  planning  and  development  in 
many  regions  of  the  country. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment,  and 
I  wish  to  be  associated  with  the  remarks 
of  the  gentlemen  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Conte  and  Mr.  Bates!. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CONTE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the 
purpose  of  the  Record,  I  suggest  the 
amendment  I  offer  does  not  in  any  way 
hamper  the  existing  EDA  programs, 
which  set  up  the  machinery  for  these 
regions.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  was  the 
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author  of  the  provision,  when  Appa¬ 
lachia  was  up  before,  which  made  it  ap¬ 
plicable  to  this  region.  This  does  not 
involve  that  at  all.  This  merely  strikes 
out  new  authority  to  put  supplemental 
grants  for  nondepressed  counties  in 
those  regions.  It  would  not  interfere  with 
those  commitments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Hays!.  < 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no 
criticism  of  these  regional  commissions. 
I  am  sure  the  ones  they  have  set  up  now, 
which  can  meet  in  such  places  as  Hot 
Springs,  Ark.,  and  Bar  Harbor,  Maine, 
and  give  the  Governors  a  little  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  get  away  for  a  little  recreation, 
are  normal. 

I  do  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  am  aware  of  the  political  facts 
of  life.  I  am  an  admirer  of  the  practi¬ 
tioners  of  the  art  it  takes  to  get  bills 
passed.  They  have  added  on  enough.  This 
is  logrolling  at  its  best  in  the  old-fash¬ 
ioned  tradition.  They  have  added  enough 
regions  to  get  the  votes  to  get  the  bill 
passed.  If  any  Member  does  not  believe 
me,  witness  the  confessions  of  Members 
who  say:  “I  voted  against  the  Appala¬ 
chia  bill,  but  I  did  not  realize  it  was  such 
a  good  thing.”  They  did  not  say:  ‘‘Until 
they  put  my  region  in  it.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Hathaway]. 

(Mr.  HATHAWAY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

Vile  I’pmcn’t'Q  ^ 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  motion  and  in 
support  of  title  n  of  the  bill.  The  New 
England  States  need  this  legislation. 

New  England  is  rightly  proud  of  being 
the  oldest  region  in  the  Nation,  but  tradi¬ 
tion  resists  change.  A  region  is  like  a  per¬ 
son  in  that  the  older  it  gets,  the  harder 
it  is  to  change:  to  realize  that  the  old 
approaches  are  no  longer  adequate. 

For  a  number  of  years  it  has  been 
evident  that  the  economic  growth  of  the 
New  England  region  has  lagged  behind 
the  Nation’s. 

Northern  New  England’s  traditional 
reliance  on  a  few  basic  industries  has 
resulted  in  an  undiversified  industrial 
structure.  Many  of  the  firms  within  these 
industries  have  left  the  area  or  have 
gone  out  of  business.  Those  that  remain 
are,  for  the  most  part,  struggling  to  sur¬ 
vive  and  offer  few  job  opportunities.  New 
England  must  adjust  its  industries  to  the 
needs  of  the  20th  century. 

Parts  of  New  England  are  still  heavily 
agricultural.  The  success  and  specializa¬ 
tion  of  farming,  however,  has  steadily  re¬ 
duced  job  opportunities.  Jobs  in  farming 
and  in  manufacturing,  New  England’s 
traditional  sources  of  employment,  con¬ 
tinue  to  decline.  The  necessary  number 
of  available  workers  are  not  being  ade¬ 
quately  absorbed  in  new  industry.  The 
result  is  persistent  unemployment  in 
many  labor  market  areas. 

If  new  jobs  and  new  industries  in 
these  areas  are  not  provided,  the  mind¬ 
less  migration  to  a  few  metropolitan 
areas  of  people  seeking  employment  will 
continue.  We  must  begin  planning  for 
better  and  more  humane  distribution  of 
people  and  industries. 


The  area’s  transportation  system, 
much  of  it  dating  from  the  building  of 
canals,  is  incapable  of  effectively  sup¬ 
porting  new  industry  and  of  meeting  the 
modern  needs  of  20th-century  travel. 
The  roads  of  New  England  trace  its  his¬ 
tory  but  not  its  future.  They  are  built 
along  winding  river  banks  and  meander 
around  mountains.  Most  of  the  roads 
existent  today  were  laid  down  before 
many  States  existed. 

A  key  to  the  economic  future  of  New 
England  is  an  improved  transportation 
network.  The  region  needs  coordinated, 
high-speed  interstate  expressways  to 
give  industry  easy  access  to  major  nearby 
distribution  centers  and  markets.  The 
region  needs  to  develop  an  areawide  air 
network  to  assist  industry  and  exploit 
its  recreation  and  tourism  potentials. 
The  region  needs  new  rail  passenger  and 
rapid  transit  service  to  move  people 
safely  and  efficiently  in  and  out  of  our 
major  urban  areas. 

Its  community  facilities  in  health,  edu¬ 
cation,  sanitation,  housing,  and  voca¬ 
tional  training  are  outmoded.  New  Eng¬ 
land’s  problem  is  not  that  it  is  undevel¬ 
oped,  but  that  it  was  developed  early  in 
our  history.  The  leader  has  become  the 
slacker.  Some  people  were  surprised  at 
the  rapid  development  of  Germany  after 
the  massive  destruction  of  World  War 
II,  but  many  economists,  including  Veb- 
len,  recognize  that  it  is  frequently  easier 
to  build  an  economy  anew  than  it  is  to 
change  an  existing  one. 

The  New  England  commission  can  be 
of  inestimable  service  in  the  vital  read¬ 
justment  of  the  New  England  economy. 
It  offers  the  means  for  a  vision  of  a  new 
future.  The  New  England  commissioner 
can  plan  and,  with  the  supplemental  aid, 
spur  the  redirection  of  New  England’s 
economy.  New  England’s  future  can  be 
as  great  as  its  past. 

The  forest  resources  of  the  region  can 
be  developed  and  protected  by  utilizing 
modem  methods  of  conservation  tech¬ 
nology.  The  region’s  fishing  industry  can 
supply  the  demand  for  high  protein  food 
in  this  country  and  throughout  the 
world.  The  new  science  of  oceanography 
can  create  new  industries  for  the  region. 
But  this  future  must  be  planned  and  the 
New  England  Regional  Commission  was 
created  to  provide  that  plan.  Regional 
commission  attempts  to  end  the  polari¬ 
zations  of  State  versus  Federal  govern¬ 
ments  and  to  create  a  synthesis  of  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  resources  to  rebuild  the 
country.  I  urge  my  fellow  Members  to 
oppose  this  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
I  [Mr.  O’Neill]. 

(Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment.  Its  adoption  would  further 
delay  an  important  experiment  in  “cre¬ 
ative  federalism”  originated  in  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  region  and  subsequently  ex¬ 
tended  to  other  economically  lagging 
regions. 

The  Public  Works  and  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965,  the  legislation 
being  amended  today,  passed  both 
Houses  of  Congress  by  overwhelming 


margins:  71  to  22  in  the  Senate,  246  to 
138  in  the  House.  Both  Houses  held  ex¬ 
tensive  hearings  in  1965.  Both  Houses 
devoted  a  considerable  period  of  time  to 
testimony  on  title  V  of  the  act,  which 
established  multistate  regional  action 
commissions. 

Significantly,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  1965 
no  objection  was  raised — in  either  the 
House  or  Senate — to  the  establishment 
of  regional  economic  development  com¬ 
missions.  In  fact,  the  House  minority 
views  on  the  1965  act  contained — on  page 
27  of  House  Report  539 — a  succinct  and 
convincing  summary  of  the  economic 
problems  of  five  multistate  regions — the 
Ozarks,  the  upper  Great  Lakes,  the  Four 
Corners,  the  Coastal  Plains,  and  the  New 
England  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  1965  the  minority 
Members  agreed  to  establish  regional 
commissions:  today,  in  1967,  they  state  it 
is  too  early  to  permit  them  to  initiate  ac¬ 
tivities.  In  1965,  the  minority  Members 
readily  acknowledged  the  economic 
problems  of  the  various  regions;  today, 
they  seek  to  withhold  the  funds  neces¬ 
sary  to  attack  these  problems. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States  has 
made  its  commitment  to  strengthening 
the  bonds  of  Federal-State  cooperation. 
To  deny  regional  commissions  these  sup¬ 
plemental  grant  funds  would  indeed  be  a 
step  backward  in  that  commitment.  In 
my  region,  the  six  New  England  Gover¬ 
nors — Volpe,  of  Massachusetts:  Demp¬ 
sey,  of  Connecticut:  King,  of  New  Hamp¬ 
shire;  Chafee,  of  Rhode  Island;  Hoff,  of 
Vermont;  and  Curtis,  of  Maine — and  the 
Federal  cochairman,  John  J.  Linnehan, 
have  met  four  times  since  March  20 
when  the  commission  was  formally 
organized. 

At  three  working  sessions,  they  adopted 
a  charter  and  bylaws,  established  offices 
in  Boston,  and  Washington,  and  em¬ 
barked  on  the  comprehensive  planning 
and  research  program  which  is  required 
by  the  enabling  legislation.  The  time  al¬ 
ready  devoted  to  the  commission  by  six 
busy  chief  executives  is  a  clear  indication 
that  the  Nation’s  Governors  welcome  the 
opportunity  for  full  cooperation  with  the 
Federal  Government,  and  are  willing  to 
work  to  make  it  a  success. 

In  addition,  the  six  New  England  Gov¬ 
ernors  and  the  Federal  cochairman  of 
the  commission  met  with  President 
Johnson  in  Hartford,  Conn.,  on  May  15  to 
discuss  the  region’s  economic  problems. 
At  that  meeting  the  President  stated  his 
belief  that — 

We  can  succeed  in  dealing  with  modern 
problems  .  .  .  only  if  the  Federal  and  State 
Governments  are  willing  to  work  together 
with  an  exchange  of  ideas  and  information, 
and  with  the  true  Spirit  of  real  partnership. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  motion  to  strike 
the  amendments  in  title  II  of  the  bill 
involves  much  more  than  money.  What  is 
involved  is  the  continued  interest  and 
commitment  of  nany  of  our  Nation’s 
Governors  to  Federal  programs  which 
directly  involve  them  in  their  planning 
and  administration.  What  is  at  stake  is 
the  growing  faith  of  our  Governors  that 
this  Congress  and  this  administration 
are  serious  about  building  and  strength¬ 
ening  their  partnership  with  the  Federal 
Government. 
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The  regional  commission  program,  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  1965  act  and  modeled 
after  the  Appalachian  program.  Is  the 
best  example  of  creative  federalism  to 
date.  It  permits  the  States  to  play  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  in  determining  how  public 
and  private  funds  can  best  be  utilized  to 
promote  the  economic  and  social  devel¬ 
opment  of  multistate  regions.  It  enables 
the  States  to  help  plan  and  develop  pro¬ 
grams,  establish  priorities  for  the  invest¬ 
ment  of  limited  funds,  sponsor  demon¬ 
stration  projects,  recommend  modifica¬ 
tions  to  existing  programs,  and  propose 
new  model  legislation. 

This  promising  new  mechanism  can 
point  the  way  toward  more  imaginative 
Federal,  State,  local,  and  private  efforts 
in  economic  development.  It  can  produce 
more  effective  administration  of  on-go¬ 
ing  Federal  programs.  It  can  result  in 
scarce  public  funds  being  invested  so  that 
the  maximum  benefits  accrue  to  those 
communities  in  greatest  need. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  motion  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  would  not  simply 
deny  funds  to  five  regional  commissions; 
it  would  deny  needed  funds  to  many 
economically  depressed  communities  in 
five  multistate  regions.  I  strongly  urge 
the  House  to  defeat  this  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ruppe]  . 

(Mr.  RUPPE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RUPPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  northern  Michigan  has 
contributed  much  in  timber,  agricul¬ 
tural,  and  mineral  resources  to  the  total 
development  of  the  American  economy — 
the  greatest  economy  in  the  world.  Re¬ 
cently,  however,  because  of  changing 
population  trends,  persistent  unemploy¬ 
ment,  high  tolls  on  the  Mackinac  Bridge, 
and  a  lack  of  adequate  access  roads, 
northern  Michigan  finds  itself  in  need 
of  accelerated  economic  development. 

In  a  few  moments  we  will  consider  the 
Vander  Jagt  amendment,  which  can  pro¬ 
duce  dramatic  results  in  the  Upper  Great 
Lakes  region  for  a  minimum  amount  of 
Federal  expenditure.  My  hope  is  that 
partnership  will  be  cast  aside,  and  Con¬ 
gress  will  express  its  readiness,  even  in  a 
limited  way,  to  assist  the  economy  of  the 
Upper  Great  Lakes  region. 

If  the  Vander  Jagt  amendment  is 
adopted  the  Federal  investment  will  be 
returned  many  times  over.  There  are 
two  major  aspects  of  the  amendment. 
First,  one  bright  hope  in  northern  Mich¬ 
igan  is  the  development  of  the  tourist 
industry.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  up¬ 
grading  of  sports  and  commercial  fishing 
will  provide  a  springboard  for  economic 
progress  in  the  northland.  The  Vander 
Jagt  amendment  will  have  a  great  im¬ 
pact  on  the  development  of  this  vital 
Upper  Great  Lakes  resource. 

In  recent  years  the  Great  Lakes  have 
been  menaced  by  an  overabundance  of 
the  anadromous-type  fish  known  as  the 
alewife.  This  is  the  second  aspect  of  the 
Vander  Jagt  amendment.  Last  year  bil¬ 
lions  of  these  little  fish  clogged  water 


intakes  during  the  spring  spawning  sea¬ 
son.  Massive  die-offs  of  ale  wives  clut¬ 
tered  and  defiled  our  beaches  and  har¬ 
bors,  and  had  a  devasting  effect  on  the 
tourist  industry  in  those  areas.  While 
the  Federal  Secretary  of  Interior  ap¬ 
pointed  a  task  force  to  study  this  prob¬ 
lem,  the  Michigan  Department  of  Con¬ 
servation  moved  into  action  with  the  in¬ 
troduction  into  the  Great  Lakes  of  a  spe¬ 
cies  of  preditor  Coho  salmon.  This  salm¬ 
on  holds  forth  the  promise  of  bringing 
the  alewife  under  control  while  at  the 
same  time  developing  a  resource  for  sport 
and  commercial  fishing. 

Recent  photographs  in  Time  and 
Newsweek  magazines  of  billions  of  ale- 
wives  fouling  the  beaches  from  Chicago 
to  Michigan’s  Upper  Peninsula  dramati¬ 
cally  underscore  the  fact  that  we  can 
ill  afford  wasting  any  valuable  time  avail¬ 
able  to  us  in  correcting  this  problem. 

The  Michigan  Department  of  Conser¬ 
vation  is  now  in  the  process  of  planting 
between  2  to  4  million  coho  salmon.  Our 
best  estimates  are  that  when  we  build 
the  salmon  population  to  about  40  mil¬ 
lion  fish  in  the  Great  Lakes  the  terrible 
alewife  problem  will  be  arrested.  The  cost 
of  planting,  I  am  told,  is  about  5  cents 
per  fish.  The  Federal  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  estimates  the  economic  value  of 
an  average  5 -pound  coho  salmon  at 
about  $30  to  $40  per  fish.  In  other  words, 
when  our  salmon  population  goal  is 
reached  -the  alewife  problem  will  be 
solved  and,  based  on  an  estimated  catch 
of  2  million  salmon  per  year,  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  Upper  Great  Lakes  will  re¬ 
ceive  an  infusion  of  around  $60  million 
per  year. 

Considering  the  magnitude  of  the 
alewife  problem,  and  the  economic  gain 
from  salmon  planting,  the  Vander  Jagt 
amendment  is  a  modest  request  for  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance.  It  provides  $1[4  million 
for  fiscal  1968  and  the  same  for  fiscal 
1969  on  a  50  percent  matching  basis  with 
the  States.  Through  the  Upper  Great 
Lakes  Regional  Commission,  for  a  small 
expenditure,  we  have  a  rare  opportunity 
for  rapid  development  of  fishery  re¬ 
sources  with  the  result  of  bringing  the 
alewife  problem  under  control. 

I  urge  the  House  of  Representatives, 
with  one  bipartisan  voice,  to  give  the  Up¬ 
per  Great  Lakes  region  the  support  the 
Vander  Jagt  amendment  deserves. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  a 
minute  to  repeat,  so  that  the  Members 
will  not  consider  me  the  ogre  some  have 
suggested,  relating  to  this  amendment, 
that;  it  will  not  in  any  way  affect  the 
present  EDA  commissions  or  the  provi¬ 
sions  under  present  law.  That  will  re¬ 
main.  It  is  good  through  1969. 

We  will  be  considering  that  next  year. 
That  is  when  we  ought  to  consider  this 
amendment  and  all  other  amendments 
to  EDA. 

The  amendment  here,  in  title  n,  prin¬ 
cipally  permits  expenditures  of  supple¬ 
mental  grant- aid  money  in  these  many 
regions.  That  is  all  there  is  to  it.  That  is 
what  it  does.  It  is  wrong. 

That  is  why  my  amendment  is  pro¬ 
posed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Edmondson]. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
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most  respectfully  I  want  to  disagree  em¬ 
phatically  with  the  gentleman  from 
Florida,  on  his  statement  that  the  only 
purpose  for  this  particular  title  is  to  per¬ 
mit  the  expenditure  of  money  in  non- 
depressed  counties. 

I  can  assure  the  Members  that  in  the 
Ozark  region  most  if  not  all  of  the  grant- 
aid  money  will  be  spent  in  depressed 
counties,  because  practically  every 
county  in  the  Ozark  region  is  a  de¬ 
pressed  county.  That  is  where  the  money 
will  be  spent. 

My  good  friend,  the  gentleman  fi’om 
Ohio  [Mr.  Hays]  has  been  concerned 
about  where  some  of  these  commissions 
have  been  meeting.  I  want  him  to  know 
that  in  the  six  meetings  which  have  been 
held  so  far  the  Ozark’s  Commission  has 
not  yet  gone  to  Hot  Springs. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  even  went 
out  on  the  farm  for  their  last  meeting. 
Of  course,  it  was  Winrock,  which  is  the 
farm  of  Governor  Rockefeller  of  Arkan¬ 
sas.  They  have  not  been  meeting  in  Hot 
Springs  but  have  been  going  about  the 
business  of  preparing  for  a  good  regional 
program.  With  the  help  of  my  friend 
from  Ohio,  I  am  sure  we  will  defeat  this 
amendment  and  keep  these  regional 
committees. 

Mr.  HAYS.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield, 
Winrock  is  a  pocket  of  poverty;  is  it 
not? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cramer)  there 
were — ayes  60,  noes  99. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  taken  this  time 
to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  committee  a 
few  questions  about  this  bill. 

The  other  day  Mayor  Daly  testified  be¬ 
fore  a  committee  of  the  Congress  about 
the  crisis  of  water  pollution  in  the  Great 
Lakes.  Besides  the  problems  of  industrial 
wastes  being  dumped  into  the  Great 
Lakes,  one  of  the  problems  we  have  had 
and  have  had  all  summer  is  the  problem 
of  the  alewives.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  many  things  are  being  done  to  deal 
with  this  problem.  We  have  had  millions 
of  alewives  dying  in  the  Great  Lakes  and 
being  washed  up  on  shore.  This  creates  a 
tremendous  problem  for  many  commu¬ 
nities  along  the  shores  of  the  Great 
Lakes.  One  of  the  suggestions  for  dealing 
with  this  problem  is  the  development  of 
industry  that  will  harvest  the  alewives 
for  fertilizer,  for  cat  food,  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Now,  do  I  understand  correctly  that 
under  this  legislation  and  under  this  title 
the  Upper  Great  Lakes  Commission  could 
indeed  finance  and  develop  industries 
along  these  lines  in  this  hard-pressed 
area  and  help  under  the  regional  com¬ 
mission  provisions  of  this  act  to  develop 
this  kind  of  industry  to  make  a  contribu¬ 
tion  toward  reducing  and  perhaps  elim¬ 
inating  the  problem  of  alewives  in  the 
Great  Lakes?  Could  it  be  done  under  this 
bill?  Do  I  understand  that  correctly? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 
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Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  answer  to 
that  would  be  In  two  parts.  First,  the 
problem  could  be  examined  by  the  com¬ 
mission.  The  commission  could  make  a 
study  of  the  problem  and  what  it  would 
entail  to  eliminate  the  nuisance  of  these 
dying  fish  in  the  lake.  Second,  he  could 
assist  in  the  form  of  a  loan  to  the  indus¬ 
tries  that  were  in  operation  for  the  erad¬ 
ication  of  the  blight. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  thank  the  chairman 
for  this  answer. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  in  the  Great 
Lakes  and  in  Chicago  can  certainly  look 
forward,  then,  to  some  degree  of  pos¬ 
sible  relief  not  only  on  the  problem  of 
lake  pollution  but  particularly  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  industries  that  could  har¬ 
vest  these  alewives  and  thus  lessen  the 
problem  for  the  Great  Lakes. 

I  thank  the  chainpan  for  his  explana¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  request? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
understand  that  we  only  have  two 
amendments  yet  to  be  acted  upon. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  all  debate  on  this 
title  and  all  amendments  thereto  be  con¬ 
cluded  at  6:35  p.m. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wonder  if  I  may  propound  one  addition¬ 
al  question  to  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  or  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  the 
floor  manager  of  this  bill? 

It  has  also  been  mentioned  that  the 
stocking  of  the  Great  Lakes  with  cohoe 
salmon  and  lake  trout,  would  represent 
an  effort  to  help  meet  the  problem  of  the 
alewives  and  other  lake  pollution  which 
we  are  experiencing  in  this  area. 

Could  we  possibly  find  some  aid  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill  aimed  in  that  direc¬ 
tion?  ^ 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Yes,  I  yield  further  to 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes;  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  one  which  is  carried  out  in  work¬ 
ing  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the 
nature  of  a  general  type  of  program.  Jt 
could  be  initiated  by  the  commission. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

(Mr.  HAYS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  if  the  gentleman 
is  really  urgent  about  this  and  wants  to 
hurry  it  up,  why  do  you  not  tell  them  to 
push  Chicago  into  Appalachia?  If  you 
do  not,  you  will  vote  against  it.  It  is 
just  as  much  a  part  of  Appalachia  as  is 
Mississippi,  and  they  put  It  in. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  would  say  to  the 


gentleman  from  Ohio  that  we  in  Chi¬ 
cago  recognize  the  fact  that  there  are 
national  problems  which  exist  in  other 
sections  of  the  Nation  and  we  are  in¬ 
terested  in  the  problems  of  this  entire 
country.  We  feel  that  Appalachia  is  a 
part  of  this  country  and  a  part  of  this 
country  which  needs  help  and  assistance. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Montana. 

(Mr.  OLSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  OLSEN.  I  feel  that  the  gentleman’s 
ideas  with  reference  to  a  program  being 
carried  out  in  the  Great  Lakes  would 
represent  a  really  wonderful  project  and 
I  shall  support  it  just  as  I  shall  support 
such  a  program  which  is  designed  and 
which  would  be  applicable  to  the  State 
of  Montana  as  well  as  other  States,  in 
an  effort  to  clean  up  the  anadromous 
fish  and  other  deleterious  and  harmful 
fish  that  we  experience  in  the  various 
lakes  of  America. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Montana  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  VANDER  JAGT 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Vander  Jagt: 
On  page  60,  following  line  8,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section : 

“Sec.  205.  Title  I  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  107.  (a)  In  order  to  assist  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  the  Great  Lakes  re¬ 
gion  by  conserving,  developing,  and  enhanc¬ 
ing  anadromous  fishery  resources,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  authorized  to  make  grants  pursuant 
to  section  101  of  this  title,  to  assist  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  projects  within  redevelopment  areas 
within  the  upper  Great  Lakes  economic  de¬ 
velopment  region  established  pursuant  to 
title  V  of  this  Act  for  the  planning,  con¬ 
struction,  and  alteration  of  hatchery  facili¬ 
ties,  evaluation,  and  egg-taking  weirs,  and 
stations  for  open  water  investigations:  the 
improvement  of  habitats;  and  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  land  and  equipment  associated  with 
such  hatchery  facilities,  weirs,  stations,  and 
habitats;  except  that  no  grant  may  be  made 
under  this  section  unless  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  satisfied  that  the  project  for 
which  such  grant  is  sought  will  benefit  the 
Great  Lakes  anadromous  fishery. 

“‘(b)  A  grant  made  under  this  section 
shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  of 
the  project. 

“  ‘(c)  Not  to  exceed  $1,500,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  105  of  this  title  shall 
be  available  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1968,  and  a  like  amount  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

“  ‘(d)  Grants  received  by  any  State  under 
this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  other 
assistance  which  such  State  is  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  under  this  Act  or  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  initiate  with  the  several  States  a  coopera¬ 
tive  program  for  the  conservation,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  enhancement  of  the  Nation’s 
anadromous  fish,  and  for  other  purposes”, 
approved  October  30,  1965  (16  U.S.C.  757a- 
757f) .’  ” 


(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Gerald 
R.  Ford  yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Vander 
Jagt.) 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  minority  leader 
for  yielding  his  time  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  very  happy 
that  the  dialog  took  place  that  did 
just  prior  to  the  offering  of  my  amend¬ 
ment.  The  gentleman  from  Chicago 
asked  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
if  this  bill  could  be  used  to  assist  in  solv¬ 
ing  the  horrendous  alewife  problem  that 
has  beset  Lake  Michigan,  and  all  of  the 
States  surrounding  it  this  past  summer. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  suggested 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  that  the 
solution  would  be  for  Chicago  to  come 
under  Appalachia.  I  have  a  much  simp¬ 
ler  solution,  and  it  does  not  cost  a  single, 
solitary  cent.  It  merely  redirects  $1.5 
million  this  year,  and  $1.5  million  next 
year  of  the  present  Appalachia  Act  au¬ 
thorization.  This  $1.5  million  would  not 
be  for  additional  research,  it  would  be 
for  an  action  program  so  that  we  could 
accomplish  what  the  distinguished  sub¬ 
committee  chairman  said  he  wanted  to 
accomplish  through  these  regional  com¬ 
missions,  and  that  is  get  the  research 
over  and  get  the  show  on  the  road. 

This  amendment  would  get  the  show 
on  the  road. 

I  would  like  to  describe  to  you  this 
particular  problem  caused  by  alewives. 
This  summer,  on  the  4th  of  July,  all 
along  the  shores  of  Lake  Michigan  from 
Chicago  up  to  the  Leelanau  Peninsula, 
as  far  as  the  eye  could  see  and  as  far  as 
the  nose  could  smell,  there  were  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dead  alewives  that 
drove  the  tourists  away  from  the  lake 
shores,  and  from  the  motels  and  hotels, 
resorts  and  restaurants  associated  with 
the  lake  shore.  A  number  of  my  col¬ 
leagues — six  of  them — were  vacationing 
over  the  4th  of  July  in  my  particular 
district,  and  every  one  of  them  began 
pulling  my  leg,  and  they  said  “Guy,  what 
are  you  going  to  do  about  this  problem?” 

Do  you  know  that  our  biologists, 
scientists,  and  conservationists  were 
doing  something  about  it  right  at  that 
time,  right  at  that  particular  moment? 
They  were  developing  a  predator  fish 
program  to  convert  the  alewives  into 
valuable  sport  and  commercial  fish.  Part 
of-  the  program  involved  the  planting  of 
several  salmon  species,  the  Coho  salmon 
providing  the  greatest  initial  numbers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Schwen- 
gel  yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Vander  Jagt.) 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  for  yielding  his  time 
to  me. 

The  Coho  salmon  program  has  been 
tested  now  for  2  years  in  Lakes  Michigan 
and  Superior.  Do  you  know  that  when 
these  little  Cohoes  were  planted  ih  the 
spring  of  1966  they  were  4  to  5  inches 
long,  weighing  about  an  ounce  each,  and 
that  today,  a  year  and  a  half  later,  they 
are  averaging  15  pounds?  The  exciting 
thing  about  this  as  far  as  the  alewife 
problem  is  concerned  is  that  for  each 
pound  of  their  weight  they  consume  10 
pounds  of  alewives. 
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This  program,  which  has  been  initi¬ 
ated  by  the  Michigan  conservation  de¬ 
partment,  envisions  the  eventual  plant¬ 
ing  each  year  of  30  million  Coho  and 
Chinook  salmon,  and  steelhead  rainbow 
trout,  when  fully  developed.  So  far 
2,400,000  salmon  have  been  planted  in 
these  past  2  years.  The  Michigan  con¬ 
servation  department  has  a  present 
capacity  for  4  million  Coho  salmon  and 
so  forth  per  year,  but  only  at  the  sacrifice 
of  its  previously  established  fishery  pro¬ 
grams.  In  other  words,  new  hatcheries 
must  be  built  to  provide  the  fish  this 
program  envisions. 

You  may  ask  why  Michigan  does  not 
develop  this  program  by  itself.  The  truth 
of  the  matter  is  that  the  Michigan  Leg¬ 
islature  will  provide  half  the  funds,  but 
it  seems  to  me  soundly  logical  that  the 
costs  of  benefits  accruing  to  other  States 
should  be  shared  by  them.  And  the  bene¬ 
fits  are  considerable,  particularly  to  Wis¬ 
consin,  Illinois,  and  Indiana  in  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  alewife. 

We  have  not  even  talked  about  the  rec¬ 
reational  aspects  of  this  program  and 
they  are  simply  fantastic.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife  agrees  that  we 
have  what  could  be  the  most  exciting  new 
outdoor  recreation  program  in  the  Mid¬ 
dle  West  in  our  lifetimes. 

The  results  to  date  of  1966  plantings 
in  the  Manistee  and  Platte  Rivers  are  be¬ 
yond  our  wildest  dreams.  Over  the  Labor 
Day  weekend  19,000  fishermen  caught 
6,000  salmon  in  Lake  Michigan  off  the 
mouths  of  these  two  rivers  with  a  com¬ 
bined  weight  of  64,000  pounds.  Two  thou¬ 
sand  of  these  fish  were  from  this  year’s 
planting  leaving  4,000  fish  that  averaged 
15  pounds  from  1966  stocking.  And  this 
is  just  the  beginning.  The  Michigan  Con¬ 
servation  Department  estimates  that  up 
to  1  million  pounds  of  salmon  will  be 
caught  before  the  spawning  run  ends  in 
October  from  just  these  two  rivers.  The 
Huron  River  in  the  Upper  Peninsula 
flowing  into  Lake  Superior,  is  also  pro¬ 
viding  fantastic  fishing. 

What  all  this  means,  of  course,  is  that 
an  entirely  new  economic  activity  is  be¬ 
ing  developed  along  the  shores  of  Lake 
Michigan  and  Lake  Superior.  And  the 
greatest  blessing  is  that  the  areas  which 
will  benefit  are  all  classified  by  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Administration  as 
depressed  areas. 

We  have  an  opportunity  today  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  answer  to  the  alewife  problem. 
But  the  best  part  about  this  solution  is 
that  it  turns  an  economic  disaster  into 
an  invaluable  asset.  We  can  bring  the 
alewife  under  control  while  providing 
recreation — and  the  resulting  economic 
benefits — to  thousands  upon  thousands 
of  people.  How  rare  is  such  an  oppor¬ 
tunity. 

It  is  a  wonderful  opportunity  that  we 
are  talking  about,  a  very  hopeful  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  the  people  of  this  Great  Lakes 
area. 

To  put  a  dollars-and-cents  value  on 
this  program,  I  have  been  told  that  it 
would  bring  $1  billion  in  new  business  to 
the  area  over  a  10-year  period.  The  total 
cost  of  the  program  will  be  $27  million, 
half  to  be  borne  by  the  State  of  Michi¬ 
gan. 


The  $1.5  million  I  am  asking  for  in 
each  of  the  next  2  fiscal  years  will  be 
a  major  contribution  to  the  development 
of  this  program.  It  will  allow  the  Michi¬ 
gan  Conservation  Department  to  pro¬ 
ceed  at  optimum  speed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Lukens 
yielded  his  time  to  Mr.  Vander  Jagt.) 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  for  yielding  his  time 
to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  in  the  strongest 
way  possible  the  support  of  the  Members 
for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLORY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  McCLORY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  wish  to  associate  myself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 
I  represent  a  district  with  a  shoreline  on 
Lake  Michigan,  and  I  know  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  created  by  the  alewives  about 
which  the  gentleman  speaks.  The  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  offers  a  very  won¬ 
derful  action  program  for  the  benefits  of 
the  people  of  Chicago,  as  well  as  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Illinois,  and  the  people  of  Michi¬ 
gan  and  the  other  States  which  border 
on  the  Great  Lakes. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  sponsoring  this  amendment.  I 
support  the  gentleman’s  amendment  en¬ 
thusiastically. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
also  want  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Vander  Jagt] 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Steiger 
of  Wisconsin  yielded  his  time  to  Mr. 
Vander  Jagt.) 

Mr.  STEIGER  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
-gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  STEIGER  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wish  to  associate  myself 
with  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Vander  Jagt].  It  is  a 
sound  and  realistic  effort  to  put  into  op¬ 
eration  an  action  program  for  the  Great 
Lakes  and  especially  Lake  Michigan. 

The  colloquy  between  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Pucinski]  and  the 
chairman  of  the  *subcommittee,  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones], 
intimated  that  assistance  could  be 
granted  to  the  Great  Lakes  Commis¬ 
sion  regarding  the  alewife  problem.  It  is 
readily  apparent  that  the  Great  Lakes 
Commission  already  has  authority  under 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  of  1965  to  do  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama  indicated  might  be 
done  under  title  II  of  this  act.  They  need 
no  additional  authority  or  assistance. 

What  is  needed  is  less  study  and  more 
action,  and  it  is  this  which  commends 
the  amendment  now  under  consideration 
to  the  committee’s  favorable  action. 


September  H,  1967 

I  do  not  support  this  legislation  in  its 
present  form  which  extends  “creative 
favoritism”  but  under  title  II  it  would  be 
substantially  improved  with  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment. 

The  people  of  the  Sixth  District  of  Wis¬ 
consin  have  suffered  this  summer  with 
the  problem  of  alewives.  This  amend¬ 
ment  would  provide  an  important  step 
in  finding  the  means  of  controlling  this 
critical  situation. 

I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Vander  Jagt]  and  commend 
him  for  his  leadership  in  this  effort.  The 
adoption  of  this  amendment  would  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  the  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965  in  the  best  possi¬ 
ble  way  and  I  trust  the  amendment  will 
be  adopted. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  gentleman  on  his  amend¬ 
ment.  I  discussed  this  matter  with  him, 
and  went  into  the  matter  rather  deeply, 
and  our  staff  worked  with  him  in  drafting 
the  amendment. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  answer  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Michigan 
was  that  we  should  have  a  study.  This 
problem  is  far  too  serious  and  we  have 
passed  the  study  stage  and  we  need  ac¬ 
tion.  Your  amendment  provides  the  ac¬ 
tion.  This  is  a  vehicle  by  which  it  can  be 
done  without  increasing  the  expenses  un¬ 
der  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
is  adopted. 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  support  and  for  his  com¬ 
ments. 

(Mr.  STEIGER  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  am  aware  of  the 
problems  the  gentleman  has  spoken  of.  I 
believe  that  this  amendment  is  one  that 
we  should  adopt  because  it  can  solve  this 
problem  and  be  of  great  economic  benefit 
to  the  area. 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  very  much. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  share  the  views  of  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  and  others.  I  endorse 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  and  I  hope  that  it  is 
adopted. 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  gentleman  in  offer¬ 
ing  this  amendment  and  I  hope  that  it  is 
adopted. 

Mr.  VANDER  JAGT.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vander  JagtJ. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  for  a  division. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Vander 
Jagt  and  Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  91,  noes 
113.  / 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  take  this  time  to  state  that  I 
understand  there  will  probably  be  three 
votes.  The  time  has  been  fixed  at  25  min¬ 
utes  of  7  o’clock.  I  understand  there  will 
be  a  vote  on  the  amendment  providing 
for  a  $50  million  cut.  If  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly,  there  will  he  a  vote  on  a  motion 
to  recommit  and,  I  assume,  on  passage 
of  the  bill.  The  motion  to  recommit  will 
include  the  amendment  that  I  offered  re¬ 
lating  to  retaining  the  present  budgetary 
procedure  in  the  present  authority,  the 
present  agencies,  rather  than  putting  it 
in  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
who  does  not  have  time  to  handle  it. 

Possibly  the  alewives  amendment  may 
be  added  to  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  we  will  ask  for  a  vote  on 
the  amendment  knowTn  as  the  Cramer 
amendment,  No.  14,  striking  out  some  $50 
million  for  the  various  activities  that 
have  been  established  by  law  in  the  1965 
act  and  continued  in  the  present  bill. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  again  that  the 
committee  was  very  deliberate  in  ex¬ 
amining  the  justifications,  and  we  feel 
that  the  reduction  of  $54  million  was 
severe  enough.  If  the  cut  is  sustained,  it 
is  going  to  jeopardize  the  orderly  com¬ 
mitments  and  pursuits  of  the  program 
that  have  already  been  fashioned  and 
presented  by  the  States.  I  hope,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  amendment  will  be 
voted  down. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RYAN 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ryan:  On  page 
59,  after  line  24,  insert  the  following  new  sec¬ 
tion: 

"Sec.  204.  Paragraph  (4)  of  subsection  (b) 
of  section  401  of  the  Public  Works  and  Eco-' 
nomic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘a  county,  or  a  municipality 
with  a  population  of  over  two  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand,’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  ‘a  county,  a  part  of  a  county 
with  a  population  of  fifty  thousand  or  more, 
a  municipality  with  a  population  of  over  two 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand,  or  a  part  of 
such  municipality  with  a  population  of  fifty 
thousand  or  more,’.” 

And  on  page  59,  line  25,  strike  out  "204” 
and  insert  “205”. 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  amendment  as  succinctly 
stated  is  to  reach  the  distressed  and  de¬ 
pressed  areas  of  our  cities.  We  have  heard 
a  great  deal  about  depressed  counties 
this  afternoon  and  about  the  depressed 
rural  areas  of  America.  It  is  time  we  also 
focused  our  attention  and  application  of 
title  II  of  this  bill  on  the  problems  of  our 
cities. 

Under  my  amendment  sections  of  cities 
could  be  eligible  to  be  declared  redevel¬ 
opment  areas  and  therefore  eligible  for 
aid  under  this  program.  I  think  it  is  es¬ 
sential  to  meet  this  problem  and  do  it 
now. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  is  designed  to  deal  with  re¬ 
gional,  rural  poverty.  As  a  successor  to 
the  Area  Redevelopment  Act,  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Act  has  also  served 
principally  to  assist  in  the  provision  of 
basic  economic  infrastructure  and  com¬ 
mercial  expansion  primarily  in  rural  de¬ 
pressed  areas. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  talk  this  after¬ 
noon  about  depressed  counties.  I  am  also 
concerned  about  depressed  areas  within 
cities. 

Acute  problems  exist  within  cities, 
where  unemployment  and  its  repercus¬ 
sions  are  frequently  more  severe  than  in 
the  areas  currently  eligible  for  assistance 
under  EDA.  I  pointed  out  yesterday  that 
these  poverty  areas  within  larger  cities 
cannot  qualify  for  aid  unless  the  whole 
municipality  is  sufficiently  depressed, 
even  though  they  have  extremely  high 
rates  of  unemployment.  These  areas  are 
just  as  underdeveloped  as  rural  poverty 
areas,  and  the  problem  is  compounded  by 
the  continuing  rural  migration  of  persons 
who  are  not  equipped  to  compete  in  avail¬ 
able  urban  job  markets. 

These  poverty  pockets  should  consti¬ 
tute  redevelopment  areas  just  as  the 
larger  rural  areas  are  so  designated. 
While  a  whole  rural  region  can  benefit 
from  economic  advancement,  urban 
economic  growth  often  benefits  already 
prosperous  areas,  while  the  slums  con¬ 
tinue  to  languish.  In  New  York,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  city  department  of  labor 
forecast  an  increase  of  more  than  100,- 
000  job  opportunities  between  1960  and 
1970,  while  the  city’s  overall  population 
is  expected  to  stay  static:  However,  if 
one  examines  this  prediction  in  detail, 
one  finds  that  the  vast  majority  of  these 
new  jobs  will  be  in  professional,  tech¬ 
nical,  and  clerical  areas.  In  fact,  service 
jobs  will  increase  only  slightly,  and  blue- 
collar  positions  will  decline  by  50,000. 
Many  of  the  professional-level  jobs  will 
be  filled  by  residents  of  suburbs. 

In  the  face  of  a  generally  expanding 
economy,  the  ghetto  economy  declines. 
In  New  York  City  the  adult  unemploy¬ 
ment  rate  among  Negroes  is  8  percent, 
twice  the  figure  for  whites.  And  Negro 
teenage  unemployment  is  soaring. 

The  ghetto  disorders  this  summer,  all 
of  them  in  urban  areas  of  high  unem¬ 
ployment,  are  the  consequence  of  our 
neglect  of  the  cities.  Existing  Federal 
assistance  under  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  must  be 
made  available  to  combat  economic 
blight  in  our  cities. 

I  have  proposed  such  a  change  since 


1963.  We  cannot  afford  to  wait  any 
longer.  Last  year  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  held  hearings  on  my  bill 
and  others  directed  at  this  problem. 
Eugene  P.  Foley,  Director  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development  Administration, 
agreed  at  that  time  that  urban  poverty 
pockets  warranted  prompt  action,  and 
in  testimony  before  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  he  announced  that 
his  Administration  would  propose  a  new 
title  VII  on  urban  redevelopment  areas 
which  would  be  eligible  for  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  to  public  works  and  business 
loans  projects. 

Yet  there  has  been  no  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat  that  our  cities 
simply  cannot  tolerate  the  continuing 
high  rates  of  unemployment.  We  have 
an  existing  program  of  public  works  and 
assistance  for  commercial  expansion  be¬ 
fore  us  today.  However,  it  does  not  reach 
the  decaying  urban  centers  which  might 
be  aided  under  this  act,  but  which  have 
been  arbitrarily  excluded  by  a  quirk  in 
the  geographic — though  not  the  eco¬ 
nomic — definition  of  eligibility.  If  Har¬ 
lem,  Bedford- Stuyvesant,  Watts,  the 
Hough,  and  other  festering  centers  of 
human  degradation  and  economic  re¬ 
tardation  were  to  secede  from  their 
municipalities  and  incorporate  as  sepa¬ 
rate  entities,  they  would  be  instantly 
eligible  for  aid  under  EDA. 

My  amendment  simply  provides  that 
areas  such  as  these,  of  at  least  50,000 
persons  which  meet  the  existing  eco¬ 
nomics  criteria,  be  considered  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  act,  instead  of  consider¬ 
ing  the  metropolis  as  a  whole,  which  is 
the  present  situation. 

If  we  are  to  save  our  cities,  there  must 
be  imaginative  new  urban  programs,  such 
as  the  urban  coalition  proposed  last 
month.  But,  in  the  meantime,  as  a  mini¬ 
mum,  we  must  not  deny  urban  poverty 
areas  the  benefits  of  existing  programs. 
I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  basically 
has  offered  the  same  amendment  that 
was  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Farbstein],  which  has  been 
previously  defeated  by  the  House.  It  dif¬ 
fers  in  this  respect:  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Farbstein]  included  in 
his  amendment  some  funds  to  make  it 
possible  to  reach  some  of  these  areas.  [The 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Ryan] 
is  not  providing  any  funds  for  this.  So 
the  practicality  of  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Ryan]  is  much  more  debatable 
than  that  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Farbstein], 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  must 
oppose  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  KUPFERMAN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment.  The 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965 
should  be  amended  to  cover  smaller  com¬ 
pact  and  contiguous  areas. 

Present  coverage  for  an  entire  munici¬ 
pality  discriminates  against  urban  areas 
with  pockets  of  poverty. 
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When  I  introduced  my  bill,  H.R.  15133, 
in  the  second  session  of  the  89th  Con¬ 
gress,  I  stated  as  follows  on  May  18, 1966, 
at  page  10432  of  the  Record: 

Statement  by  Representative  Theodore  R. 
KtrPFERMAN,  Republican  of  New  York,  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  Upon  In¬ 
troduction  of  a  Bill  To  Amend  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1966  To  Benefit  Certain  Economi¬ 
cally  Depressed  Areas  in  Large  Munici¬ 
palities,  May  18,  1966 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  Introduced  a  bill  which 
would  amend  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  as  it  relates  to  those 
areas  to  be  designated  as  redevelopment 
areas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  under  the  present  law,  coun¬ 
ties  or  municipalities  with  a  population  of 
over  250,000  qualify  for  Federal  assistance  for 
public  works  and  development  facilities.  The 
law,  however,  should  be  amended  to  extend 
eligibility  to  “compact  and  contiguous 
areas."  containing  a  population  of  over 
250,000. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  would  be 
to  include  contiguous  areas  within  large 
metropolitan  areas  within  the  coverage  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act.  As  of  now,  these  units  do  not  qualify 
only  because  they  are  not  separate  entities. 

While  only  those  contiguous  units  of 
equal  or  greater  size  than  the  presently  de¬ 
fined  municipality  of  250,000  would  qualify 
under  the  proposed  amendment,  the  largely 
disadvantaged  areas,  including  New  York’s 
Lower  East  Side  and  Harlem  should  also  be 
covered  and  would  be  greatly  benefited  by 
new  opportunities  for  long-term  employ¬ 
ment  and  economic  growth. 

Thus,  the  present  necessity  for  the  “entire 
municipality”  to  be  in  economic  distress  be¬ 
fore  redevelopment  funds  are  available  would 
be  eliminated.  In  this  way,  the  acutely  dis¬ 
tressed  areas  in  New  York  City  and  other 
very  large  municipalities  would  no  longer  be 
discriminated  against  and  Federal  help 
would  be  received  where  it  is  most  needed. 

Mayor  John  V.  Lindsay,  of  New  York 
City,  has  urged  similar  actions  as  has 
my  colleagues  Congressmen  Leonard 
Parbstein  and  James  H.  Scheuer. 

Last  year,  Donald  Shaughnessy,  an 
assistant  to  Mayor  Lindsay  on  May  24, 
1966,  appeared  before  a  subcommittee  of 
the  Public  Works  Committee  and  made 
the  following  statement  in  support  of 
Congressman  Farbstein’s  suggestion: 

This  amendment  to  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is,  in 
Mayor  Lindsay’s  opinion,  vital  and  necessary 
to  bring  the  Act  into  accord  with  the  demo¬ 
graphic  realities  of  New  York  City  and  other 
major  urban  communities  throughout  the 
country.  Furthermore,  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment,  will  in  Mayor  Lindsay’s  opinion,  fur¬ 
ther  the  objectives  of  the  Employment  Act 
of  1946  and  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act 
of  1964. 

When  Congress  passed  the  Employment 
Act  of  1946,  it  declared  it  to  be  the  contin¬ 
uing  policy  and  responsibility  of  the  Federal 
government  to  “utilize  all  its  plans,  functions 
and  resources  for  the  purpose  of  creating 
and  maintaining,  in  a  manner  calculated  to 
foster  and  promote  free  competitive  enter¬ 
prise  and  the  general  welfare,  conditions  un¬ 
der  which  there  will  be  afforded  useful 
employment  opportunities  .  .  .  and  to  pro¬ 
mote  maximum  employment,  production 
and  purchasing  power.” 

As  you  know,  Senator  Taft  was  one  of  the 
principal  architects  of  the  Employment  Act 
of  1946  as  it  was  finally  passed.  “We  declared,” 
he  said,  “a  general  policy  of  the  government 
to  use  all  its  means  to  bring  about  a  prosper¬ 
ous  condition  so  that  people  looking  for  work 
may  expect  to  find  work.” 


President  Truman,  in  his  memoirs,  refers 
to  the  passage  of  the  Employment  Act  as 
one  of  those  incidents  that  has  profound 
consequence  to  the  subsequent  course  of 
events.  The  last  twenty  years  have  been 
graphic  proof  of  his  sound  judgment. 

In  that  period,  the  domestic  environment 
in  which  the  economy  operates  has  under¬ 
gone  many  changes  yet  the  objectives  of  the 
economy  as  specifically  stated  or  implied  in 
the  Employment  Act  have  become  increas¬ 
ingly  acceptable  and  governmental  machinery 
for  implementing  this  policy  has  become  in¬ 
creasingly  sophisticated  and  responsive. 

The  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1964  is  consistent  with  the  spirit 
and  the  purpose  of  the  Employment  Act  of 
1946.  It,  however,  requires  the  proposed 
amendment  in  order  to  make  it  workable  and 
realistic  to  meet  the  needs  of  people  living 
in  New  York  and  other  major  urban  com¬ 
munities.  The  short  title  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  declares  it  to 
be  “an  Act  to  provide  grants  for  public  works 
and  development  facilities,  ...  to  alleviate 
conditions  of  substantial  and  persistent  un¬ 
employment  and  under-employment  in  eco¬ 
nomically  distressed  areas  and  regions.” 

The  statement  of  purpose  in  the  Act  notes 
that  there  are  regions,  counties  and  commu¬ 
nities  which  suffer  from  substantial  and  per¬ 
sistent  unemployment  and  under-employ¬ 
ment  and  declares  it  to  be  the  purpose  of 
the  Act  to  help  such  areas  "take  effective 
steps  in  planning  and  financing  their  public 
works  and  economic  development.”  Further¬ 
more,  it  is  declared  that  such  areas  will  be 
provided  with  assistance  to  help  themselves 
achieve  lasting  improvement  and  enhance 
the  domestic  prosperity  by  the  establishment 
of  stable  and  'diversified  local  economies.  This 
can  only  be  done,  according  to  the  Act,  by 
creating  new  employment  opportunities  and 
by  developing  and  expanding  new  and  exist¬ 
ing  public  works  and  other  facilities  in  re¬ 
sources. 

To  be  eligible  for  grants  for  public  works 
and  development  facilities  under  Title  I  and 
to  be  eligible  for  public  works  and  facility 
loans  under  Title  II,  an  area  must  be  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a 
redevelopment  area. 

Section  401(a)  of  the  Act  describes  the 
unemployment  and  low  income  criteria  that 
must  be  met  to  gain  designation  as  a  redevel¬ 
opment  area.  Unfortunately,  these  criteria 
are  met  all  too  easily  in  many  parts  of  New 
York  City. 

Section  401(b)  describes  the  geographic 
criteria  that  must  be  met  to  gain  designation 
as  a  redevelopment  area  and  hence  become 
eligible  for  grants  and  loans  under  Title  I 
and  Title  EC  of  the  Act.  This  section,  in  Mayor 
Lindsay’s  opinion,  sharply  limits  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
thwarts  the  declared  purpose  of  the  Act. 

I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  Mayor  Lind¬ 
say  to  support  an  amendment  to  paragraph 
(4)  of  subsection  b  of  Section  401.  That 
paragraph  now  reads  as  follows: 

The  size  and  boundaries  of  redevelopment 
area  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary 
provided,  however,  that  except  for  area  des¬ 
ignated  under  subsections  (a)  (3)  and  (a) 
(4)  hereof,  no  area  shall  be  designated  which 
is  smaller  than  a  labor  area  (as  defined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor) ,  a  county  or  a 
municipality  with  a  population  of  over  two 
hundred  fifty  thousand,  whichever  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Secretary  is  appropriate. 

Let  us  examine  the  language  of  para¬ 
graph  (4)  of  subsection  (b)  and  see  how 
it  affects  approximately  three  million  people 
in  New  York  City. 

First  of  all,  they  are  ineligible  for  Title  I 
and  Title  II  loans  or  grants  under  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  (3)  because  there  are  no  Federal  or 
State  Indian  reservations  nor  are  there  re¬ 
stricted  Indian  owned  land  areas  in  New 
York  City. 

Secondly,  three  million  people  in  the  City 
of  New  York  are  ineligible  to  receive  Title  I 


September  lb,  1967 

and  Title  II  loans  or  grants  under  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  (4)  because  they  do  not  have  a 
single  major  source  or  employment  that  has 
either  moved,  curtailed  its  activities  or  gone 
out  of  business.  Thirdly,  three  million  people 
in  the  City  of  New  York  are  precluded  from 
benefits  available  to  others  under  Title  I  and 
Title  II  of  the  Act  because  New  York  City 
has  not  yet  been  designated  a  labor  area  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor.  Mayor  Lindsay  recent¬ 
ly  requested  such  designation  but  it  has  not 
yet  been  forthcoming.  Today,  the  five  coun¬ 
ties  of  New  York  City  are  indiscriminately 
lumped  with  Nassau,  Suffolk,  Rockland  and 
Westchester  counties  for  purposes  of  designa¬ 
tion  as  a  labor  area.  The  logic  or  rationale 
behind  this  designation  escapes  all  econ¬ 
omists.  A  labor  area  is,  simply  put,  an  area 
in  which  a  worker  may  change  his  job  read¬ 
ily  without  changing  his  residence.  If  there 
are  any  members  of  the  Committee  who  are 
not  familiar  with  the  geography  of  the  New 
York  metropolitan  area,  let  me  assure  you 
that  any  worker  whose  source  of  employ-  , 
ment  shifts  from  Manhattan  to  Montauk  is 
going  to  have  to  change  his  residence  or  give 
up  all  hope  of  seeing  his  wife  and  children. 
That  is  an  eight  hour  round  trip  ride  pro¬ 
viding  the  trains  are  running.  The  present 
designation  makes  no  economic  sense,  makes 
meaningless  all  statistical  data  gathered  on 
a  labor  area  basis  and  defies  logic  or  ra¬ 
tional  explanation.  We  hope  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  will  make  the  requested  adjustment 
promptly. 

Finally,  three  million  people  in  the  City 
of  New  York  are  ineligible  to  receive  Title 
I  and  Title  n  loans  or  grants  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  (4)  because  they  are  dispersed  in 
large,  compact  contiguous  areas  throughout 
the  City  which  form  only  parts  of  the  several 
counties. 

Let  us  examine  one  of  these  counties.  In 
Kings  County,  otherwise  known  as  Brooklyn, 
there  are  nearly  three  million  people.  This 
means  that  borough  has  a  larger  population 
than  twenty-seven  States  in  the  Union. 
Nearly  one  million  of  these  people  have 
family  incomes  less  than  40%  of  the  na-  % 
tional  median.  The  unemployment  rate  of 
these  one  million  people  has  been  more  than  . 
100%  above  the  national  average  for  at  least 
the  last  two  calendar  years. 

Therefore  they  more  than  qualify  for  Title 
I  and  Title  II  loans  and  grants  under  section 
401(a)  of  the  Act.  However,  because  they  live 
in  compact,  contiguous  areas  which  are 
smaller  than  a  labor  area,  a  county  or  a 
municipality,  they  are  precluded  from  as¬ 
sistance  as  the  Act  is  presently  written. 

Thus  we  are  faced  with  a  needless  con¬ 
tradiction  between  the  declared  purpose  and 
the  potential  achievement.  Given  the  demo¬ 
graphic  facts  of  life,  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  as  presently 
written  cannot  achieve  its  declared  purpose 
in  New  York  City  and  other  major  urban 
communities  throughout  the  Nation. 

Gov.  Nelson  A.  Rockefeller  has  also 
urged  a  similar  amendment.  His  wire  of 
September  7,  1967,  follows: 

Albany,  N.Y., 

September  7, 1967. 
Hon.  Theodore  R.  Kupferman, 

Long-worth  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

In  order  to  gain  the  greatest  impact  from 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  in  light  of  present  demand  for  increased 
economic  opportunity  by  the  urban  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States,  I  urge  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  New  York  State  congressional 
delegation  to  support  an  amendment  to  ex¬ 
tend  Economic  Development  Act  assistance 
to  depressed  neighborhood  areas  of  the  larg¬ 
er  cities  of  the  Nation. 

I  am  advised  that  this  can  be  accomplished 
by  amending  the  “Appalachian  Regional  Act 
Amendments  and  Amendments  to  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
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1965”  (S.  602),  which  I  understand  will  be 
considered  by  the  House  during  the  week  of 
September  11. 

Recent  reports  by  the  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Administration  indicate  that  the  mi¬ 
gration  of  the  Nation’s  poor  to  large  urban 
complexes  is  continuing  and  will  continue 
for  airleast  another  decade. 

In  a  nation  destined  to  have  90  percent  of 
its  population  residing  in  areas  classified  as 
urban  by  the  year  1985,  it  is  vital  to  advance 
a  series  of  actions  aimed  at  providing  “urban 
opportunity”  for  these  people.  The  extension 
of  programs  such  as  those  authorized  under 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  could  be  an  important  step. 

Specifically  I  urge  that  the  Economic  De¬ 
velopment  Act  financial  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  be  extended  to  compact  depressed 
neighborhood  areas  containing  at  least  100,- 
000  persons  and  meeting  the  unemployment 
criteria  of  the  act.  This  could  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  making  these  neighborhoods  eligi¬ 
ble  as  “redevelopment  areas”  under  title  IV, 
part  A  of  the  act. 

I  also  again  urge  your  support  for  the  ex¬ 
tension  and  expansion  of  the  Appalachian 
program  in  S.  602.  New  York  stands  to  gain 
importantly  from  this  legislation.  The  bill 
would  provide  new  York  $85.5  million  for 
highways  and  $5  million  for  a  variety  of  pub¬ 
lic  works  and  educational  projects  and  would 
bring  another  county  into  the  program. 

Nelson  A.  Rockefeller. 

I  urge  passage  of  the  “compact  and 
contiguous”  amendment  and  support  in 
general  of  this  legislation  as  urged  by 
Governor  Rockefeller. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Ryan]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did 
not  support  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965.  I  questioned 
the  basis  of  the  proposal  from  an  eco¬ 
nomic  point  of  view.  I  felt  that  forced 
feeding  of  this  type  based  upon  a  pro¬ 
gram  in  which  some  80  percent  of  the 
funds  was  devoted  to  highway  construc¬ 
tion  was  not  calculated  to  bring  about  the 
results  which  the  proponents  advocated. 

In  addition,  I  expressed  concern  at  the 
possibility  that  Federal  financing  of  in¬ 
frastructure  might  lead  to  the  pirating  of 
industry  from  New  England  and  the  con¬ 
sequent  loss  of  employment  and  economic 
activity  in  my  own  area. 

I  see  no  reason  to  take  a  different  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  legislation  which  is  presented 
to  us  today.  Not  only  does  the  approach 
seem  impractical  but  events  of  the  last  2 
years  do  not  justify  the  claims  of  its  ad-, 
vocates.  In  addition,  the  whole  enter¬ 
prise  raises  philosophical  questions  which 
concern  me  greatly. 

Is  it  a  proper  role  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  attempt  a  direct  and  trau¬ 
matic  revolution  in  the  social  organiza¬ 
tion  and  way  of  life  of  a  segment  of  its 
population?  An  article  in  a  recent  issue 
of  Life  by  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stew¬ 
art  L.  Udall  eloquently  describes  the  dan¬ 
gers  and  unfairness  of  the  massive  inter¬ 
vention  approach. 

Should  the  concept  of  the  regional  eco¬ 
nomic  planning  be  extended  without  the 
most  careful  consideration?  Not  only 
does  the  proposed  legislation  substan¬ 
tially  expand  the  definition  of  “Appala¬ 
chia,”  but  it  involves  potential  expansion 
of  other  regional  authorities  with  vague¬ 
ly  defined  economic  goals. 


If  the  original  plan  to  differentiate 
from  the  rest  of  the  country  in  favor  of 
the  Appalachian  region  was  justified, 
then  certainly  the  discriminatory  ele¬ 
ment  is  vastly  increased  in  this  bill  in 
that  other  sections  of  the  country  are 
singled  out  and  added  for  special  con¬ 
sideration. 

I  am  disturbed  by  the  prospect  of  ex¬ 
tending  and  expanding  regional  author¬ 
ities  and  in  particular  that  in  New  Eng¬ 
land.  Surely  at  a  time  when  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  asked  for  a  tax  increase  and  the 
necessity  of  restraining  Government  ex¬ 
penditures  is  obvious,  we  should  examine 
requests  for  additional  spending  and  ex¬ 
panded  programs  with  the  greatest 
caution.  This  authorization  in  this  bill 
is  for  the  amount  of  $220  million.  This  is 
a  good  opportunity  to  save  some  money. 

Apart  from  this,  however,  the  need  for 
Government  economic  intervention  in 
New  England  cannot  be  demonstrated. 
Employment  is  at  peak  levels  and  the 
rates  of  unemployment — Stamford  2.8, 
Meriden  3.2,  New  Haven  3.8,  Waterbury 
4.6 — are  within  reasonable  limits.  The 
Waterbury  Sunday  Republican  for  Sep¬ 
tember  10,  1967,  showed  unskilled  job 
openings  for  103  positions.  The  June  1967 
Connecticut  State  report  showed  employ¬ 
ment  of  1.118  million,  a  new  high  for  the 
State. 

A  recent  report  on  unemployment 
showed  the  average  for  1966  in  Con¬ 
necticut  to  be  3.2,  Maine  4.2,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  1.8,  Rhode  Island  3.7,  and  Vermont 
3.8.  While  it  is  true  that  these  figures 
might  vary  from  time  to  time,  neverthe¬ 
less  the  fact  is  that  we  are  experiencing 
in  this  section  an  economy  that  is  boom¬ 
ing  to  an  unprecedented  degree.  The  need 
for  economic  stimulation  is  not  apparent 
tome. 

Finally,  the  objectives  of  S.  602  call 
for  “public  investment  plans”  and  “bal¬ 
anced  programs  of  economic  and  social 
development.”  I  do  not  know  what  these 
terms  mean  and  I  submit  that  further 
support  of  these  activities  should  be 
withheld  until  there  is  a  great  deal  more 
specification  than  we  have  hitherto  had. 
We  should  not  slip  unawares  into  cen¬ 
tralized  bureaucratic  economic  planning. 

Mr.  BEVILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  which 
would  strike  Lamar  County,  Ala.,  and 
make  Lamar  County  ineligible  under 
this  bill. 

The  other  body  and  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  both  approved 
the  inclusion  of  Lamar  County  in  the 
Appalachian  region  based  on  the  clear- 
cut  evidence  that  it  belongs  by  right  of 
economic  character. 

Lamar  County  is  also  almost  totally 
rural  and  agricultural.  Actually,  it  has 
no  urban  population  whatsoever.  Be¬ 
tween  1950  and  1960,  its  population  drop 
was  24.3  percent,  more  than  twice  the 
rate  of  the  State  as  a  whole.  Of  the  67 
counties  in  Alabama,  Lamar  County 
ranked  57th  in  per  capita  income  in  1965 
and  that  was  about  half  the  average  for 
Appalachian  Alabama.  Its  white  collar 
and  manufacturing  employment  are 
likewise  far  below  the  average  of  the 
State  and  the  Appalachian  region. 

I  would  note,  again,  that  the  popula¬ 
tion  Lamar  loses  and  urban  centers 


gain,  moves  closer  to  the  evils  that 
plague  most  of  our  cities. 

Lamar  County  touches  existing  Ap¬ 
palachia  Alabama  and  is  adjacent  to 
Mississippi  Appalachia,  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  also  recommends  for  inclusion  in 
the  program.  To  omit  Lamar  would  be 
inconsistent  with  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gional  development  program  as  it  has 
been  conceived. 

We  have  all  heard  mounting  evidence 
of  the  worth  and  success  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program.  To  deny  its  benefits 
to  an  area  fully  within  its  sphere  would 
be  illogical  and  unbecoming  of  this 
Congress. 

Mr.  WAMPLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  S.  602. 1  believe  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  of  great  importance  to  the  Nation 
as  well  as  to  the  Appalachian  area  and  it 
is  my  hope  that  it  can  be  accorded  favor¬ 
able  action  by  this  House. 

I  am  privileged  to  represent  the  Ninth 
District  of  Virginia,  which  lies  in  the  geo¬ 
graphic  heart  of  that  large  area  known  as 
Appalachia.  In  the  past  2  years,  I  have 
been  impressed  by  the  progress  that  has 
been  made  under  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram.  The  promise  seems  to  increase  with 
each  passing  day. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  both  prom¬ 
ise  and  progress  are  before  us  today  in 
S.  602. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  that 
dollars  alone  can  cure  the  deterioration 
of  many  years.  Most  Members,  I  am  sure, 
are  aware  that  many  sections  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  area  have  not  kept  pace  with 
the  Nation  and  I  believe  it  can  reasonably 
be  said  that  this  situation  is  due  to  the 
lack  of  an  adequate  tax  base.  As  the  econ¬ 
omy  deteriorates,  the  tax  base  becomes 
even  more  inadequate  and  the  resulting 
cycle  can  carry  the  area  into  highly  un¬ 
favorable  circumstances. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion  is  the  instrument  which  can  help 
break  this  cycle  in  Appalachia.  I  am 
happy  to  report  today  that  the  job  is  be¬ 
ing  accomplished  in  my  section  of  the 
Appalachian  area. 

If  opportunity  is  the  key  to  progress, 
it  is  imperative  that  the  instruments  of 
opportunity  be  made  available  to  those 
areas  which  are  unable  to  finance  these 
projects  on  their  own.  In  the  Ninth  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Virginia,  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  has  already  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  financing  of  five  technical 
schools.  Three  towns  have  been  helped  in 
securing  sewage  treatment  plants.  Two 
four-lane  highways  are  being  constructed 
and  two  additional  access  roads  have 
been  approved.  Facilities  have  been  im¬ 
proved  at  two  hospitals.  Two  libraries 
have  been  aided.  Two  public  parks  are 
being  developed.  And  many,  many  other 
applications  for  aid  have  been  filed. 

I  would  not  be  so  presumptuous  to  in¬ 
fer  that  some  of  these  things  would  not 
have  been  done  had  it  not  been  for  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act. 
But  I  am  reasonably  sure  that  all  of  these 
projects  would  not  have  been  under  taken 
in  the  absence  of  this  act.  And  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  that  without  the  act,  the  local  tax¬ 
payer  would  have  had  to  assume  an  un¬ 
due  burden  before  these  things  could 
come  to  pass. 

Mr.  Chairman,  roads,  vocational 
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schools,  sewage  systems  and  the  like  rep¬ 
resent  the  kind  of  projects  which  can 
help  a  community  or  an  area  attract 
vitally  needed  industry.  Without  these 
things,  the  cycle  can  never  really  be 
broken. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  has  proven  that  the  job  can  be 
done,  and  can  be  done  in  a  remarkably 
short  time.  Its  provisions  for  Federal- 
State  cooperation  are  landmarks  in  sen¬ 
sible  legislation. 

I  urge  the  passage  of  S.  602. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  KORNEGAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
the  Nation  facing  a  severe  economic 
crisis  which  could  add  up  to  a  $30  bil¬ 
lion  deficit  this  year,  there  must  be  re¬ 
ductions  in  spending.  The  Appalachian 
regional  development  program,  which 
was  begun  as  but  an  experiment,  has 
helped  in  some  areas.  There  is  much  in 
the  program  that  has  been  beneficial, 
and  I  have  voted  for  the  program  in 
the  past.  However,  now  is  the  time  to 
tighten  our  belt  rather  than  to  expand 
big  spending  programs. 

I  simply  could  not  vote  to  spend  mil¬ 
lions  and  millions  of  dollars  at  this  time 
on  a  program  that  could  wait  until  our 
economy  could  better  withstand  a  large 
expenditure  such  as  that  proposed  in 
the  extention  and  expansion  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  program.  My  vote  against  the 
bill  was  not  a  vote  against  the  program 
as  such.  It  was  a  vote  for  economy  and 
a  reduction  in  Federal  spending  during 
this  period  in  which  Congress  is  being 
asked  to  raise  income  taxes  drastically. 

Mrs.  HECKLER  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  title  n  of 
S.  602  as  reported  from  the  Public  Works 
Committee. 

This  title  would  greatly  improve  the 
programs  and  operations  of  the  New 
England  Regional  Commission — im¬ 
provements  that  the  commission  des¬ 
perately  desires  and  needs  for  assisting 
in  the  economic  revitalization  of  the 
New  England  area. 

An  investment  of  $2.5  million  for  re¬ 
search,  planning,  and  administration 
seems  almost  too  small  for  the  tasks  to 
be  undertaken  or  the  benefits  to  be  ex¬ 
pected  for  the  people  and  the  economy 
of  New  England. 

Indeed,  to  effect  the  revitalization  of 
economically  lagging  communities  re¬ 
quires  careful,  rational  planning — and 
these  services  are  not  free,  nor  should 
they  be  purchased  at  bargain-basement 
costs,  lest  we  receive  bargain-basement 
assistance. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  all  time  has 
expired.  Are  there  any  other  amend¬ 
ments  to  be  offered? 

If  not,  the  question  is  on  the  commit¬ 
tee  substitute,  as  amended. 

The  committee  substitute,  as  amended, 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Price  of  Illinois,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend 


the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  910,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House  with  an  amendment  adopt¬ 
ed  by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment  to  the  committee  substitute 
amendment  adopted  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  demand  a  separate  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  identified  as  amendment  No.  14 
offered  by  Mr.  Cramer,  which  reads  as 
follows: 

On  page  55,  line  3,  strike  “$220,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lien  thereof  “$170,000,000”. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  other  amendment? 

If  not,  the  Clerk  will  report  the  amend¬ 
ment  upon  which  a  separate  vote  has 
been  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

On  page  55,  line  3,  strike  “$220,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$170,000,000”. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
amendment. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  noes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  199,  nays  161,  not  voting  72, 
as  follows: 

[Ron  No.  253] 

YEAS — 199 


Abbitt 

Denney 

Jones,  N.C. 

Abernethy 

Derwinski 

Keith 

Anderson,  HI. 

Dole 

King,  N.Y. 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Dowdy 

Kornegay 

Andrews, 

Downing 

Kupferman 

N.  Dak. 

Dwyer 

Kuykendall 

Arends 

Erlenborn 

Kyi 

Ashbrook 

Esch 

Laird 

Ayres 

Findley 

Langen 

Bates 

Fino 

Latta 

Battin 

Fisher 

Lennon 

Belcher 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Lipscomb 

Bennett 

Fountain 

Lloyd 

Berry 

Frelinghuysen 

Long,  La. 

Biester 

Fuqua 

Lukens 

Blackburn 

Galifianakis 

McClory 

Bolton 

Gardner 

McClure 

Bow 

Gathings 

McCulloch 

Bray 

Goodell 

McDonald, 

Brinkley 

Gross 

Mich. 

Brock 

Grover 

McEwen 

Broomfield 

Gubser 

MacGregor 

Brotzman 

Gude 

Mahon 

Brown,  Mich. 

Hagan 

Mailliard 

Brown,  Ohio 

Haley 

Marsh 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Hall 

Martin 

BroyhiU,  Va. 

Halleck 

May 

Buchanan 

Halpern 

MeskiU 

Burke,  Fla. 

Hamilton 

Minshall 

Burleson 

Hammer- 

Mize 

Bush 

schmidt 

Monagan 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hardy 

Montgomery 

Cahill 

Harrison 

Morton 

Casey 

Harsha 

Mosher 

Cederberg 

Harvey 

Myers 

Chamberlain 

Hays 

Nelsen 

Clancy 

Heckler,  Mass. 

O’Konskl 

Cleveland 

Herlong 

Ottinger 

Collier 

Horton 

Passman 

Colmer 

Hosmer 

Pelly 

Conable 

Hungate 

Pettis 

Conte 

Hunt 

Pickle 

Corbett 

Hutchinson 

Pike 

Cowger 

Ichord 

Poll 

Cramer 

Irwin 

Pollock 

Culver 

Jacobs 

Pool 

Cunningham 

Jarman 

Price,  Tex. 

Curtis 

Jonas 

Pryor 

Davis,  Wis. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Quie 

Railsback 

Schwengel 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Randall 

Scott 

Tuck 

Reid,  HI. 

Selden 

Vander  Jagt 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Shriver 

Watkins 

Reifel 

Sikes 

Watson 

Reinecke 

Skubitz 

Whalen 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Smith,  Calif. 

White 

Riegle 

Smith,  NY. 

Widnall 

Robison 

Smith,  Okla. 

Wiggins 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Snyder 

Williams,  Miss. 

Roth 

Springer 

Williams,  Pa. 

Roudebush 

Stafford 

Wilson,  Bob 

Roush 

Stanton 

Winn 

Ruppe 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Wydler 

Sandman 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Wylie 

Satterfield 

Stuckey 

Wyman 

Schadeberg 

Teague,  Calif. 

Zion 

Scherle 

Teague,  Tex. 

Schneebeli 

Thompson,  Ga. 

NAYS— 161 

Adams 

Gibbons 

Nedzi 

Addabbo 

Gilbert 

Nichols 

Albert 

Gonzalez 

Nix 

Anderson, 

Gray 

O'Hara,  HI. 

Tenn. 

Green,  Pa. 

Olsen 

Annunzio 

Hanley 

O'Neill,  Mass. 

Ashley 

Hanna 

Patman 

Ashmore 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Patten 

Bevill 

Hathaway 

Pepper 

Bingham 

Hawkins 

Perkins 

Blanton 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Philbin 

Boggs 

Helstoski 

Price,  HI. 

Boland 

Henderson 

Pucinski 

Bolling 

Hicks 

Quillen 

Brasco 

Holifield 

Rees 

Brooks 

Holland 

Resnick 

Burke,  Mass. 

Howard 

Reuss 

Burton,  Calif. 

Joelson 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Roberts 

Carter 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Rodino 

Clark 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Conyers 

Karsten 

Ronan 

Corman 

Karth 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Daniels 

Kastenmeier 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Kazen 

Rosenthal 

Dawson 

Kee 

Roybal 

Delaney 

Kelly 

Ryan 

Dent 

King,  Calif. 

St.  Onge 

Diggs 

Kirwan 

Scheuer 

Dingell 

Kluczynskl 

Schweiker 

Donohue 

Kyros 

Shipley 

Dow 

Landrum 

Sisk 

Dulski 

Leggett 

Staggers 

Duncan 

Long,  Md. 

Steed 

Eckhardt 

McCarthy 

Stephens 

Edmondson 

McDade 

Stratton 

Edwards,  La. 

McFall 

Stubblefield 

Eilberg 

Macdonald, 

Taylor 

Eshleman 

Mass. 

Tenzer 

Evans,  Colo. 

Machen 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Everett 

Madden 

Tiernan 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Mathias,  Md. 

Tunney 

Fallon 

Matsunaga 

Udall 

Farbstein 

Meeds 

Vanik 

Fkscell 

Miller,  Ohio 

Vigorito 

Ford, 

Minish 

Walker 

William  D. 

Mink 

Wampler 

Fraser 

Moore 

Watts 

Friedel 

Moorhead 

Whalley 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Morgan 

Whitten 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Morse,  Mass. 

Wright 

Gallagher 

Moss 

Yates 

Garmatz 

Murphy,  HI. 

Young 

Gettys 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Zablockl 

Giaimo 

Natcher 

NOT  VOTING— 

72 

Adair 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Purcell 

Aspinall 

Feighan 

Rarick 

Baring 

Flood 

Rivers 

Barrett 

Flynt 

Rostenkowski 

Bell 

Foley 

Rumsfeld 

Betts 

Goodling 

St  Germain 

Blatnik 

Green,  Oreg. 

Saylor 

Brademas 

Griffiths 

Slack 

Brown,  Calif. 

Gurney 

Smith,  Iowa 

Burton,  Utah 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Sullivan 

Button 

Hebert 

Taft 

Cabell 

Hull 

Talcott 

Carey 

Kleppe 

Ullmaa 

Celler 

McMillan 

Utt 

Clausen, 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Van  Deerlin 

Don  H. 

Mayne 

Waggonner 

Clawson,  Del 

Michel 

Waldie 

Cohelan 

Miller,  Calif. 

Whitener 

Daddario 

Mills 

Willis 

de  la  Garza 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Wilson, 

Dellenback 

Multer 

Charles  H. 

Devine 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Wolff 

Dickinson 

O'Neal,  Ga. 

Wyatt 

Dorn 

Pirnie 

Zwach 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Poage 
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So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Hull  lor,  with  Mr.  Blatnik  against. 

Mr.  Gurney  for,  with  Mrs.  Sullivan 
against. 

Mr.  Baring  for,  with  Mr.  Willis  against. 

Mr.  Talcott  for,  with  Mr.  Cohelan  against. 

Mr.  Rarick  for,  with  Mr.  Brown  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  against. 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  for,  with  Mr.  Mul- 
ter  against. 

Mr.  Goodling  for,  with  Mr.  Edwards  of 
California  against. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  Alabama  for,  with  Mr. 
Feighan  against. 

Mr.  Betts  for,  with  Mr.  Miller  of  Califor¬ 
nia  against. 

Mr.  Devine  for,  with  Mr.  Celler  against. 

Mr.  Kleppe  for,  with  Mr.  Carey  against. 

Mr.  Mayne  for,  with  Mr.  Brademas 
against. 

Mr.  Zwach  for,  with  Mr.  Barrett  against. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Utah  for,  with  Mr.  Van 
Deerlin  against. 

Mr.  Utt  for,  with  Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson 
against. 

Mr.  Dickinson  for,  with  Mr.  Wolff  against. 

Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho  for,  with  Mr.  Daddario 
against. 

Mr.  Del  Clawson  for,  with  Mr.  Aspinall 
against. 

Mr.  Rumsfeld  for,  with  Mr.  Waldie  against. 

Mr.  Wyatt  for,  with  Mr.  Rostenkowski 
against. 

Mr.  Michel  for,  with  Mr.  Slack  against, 
against 

Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen  for,  with  Mr.  O’Hara 
of  Michigan  against. 

Mr.  Adair  for,  with  Mr.  St  Germain  against. 

Mr.  Bell  for,  with  Mrs.  Griffiths  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Cabell  with  Mr.  Dellenback. 

Mr.  de  la  Garza  with  Mr.  Button. 

Mr.  Flood  with  Mr.  Mathias  of  California. 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Pirnie. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  Foley  with  Mr.  Taft. 

Mr.  Dorn  with  Mr.  Flynt. 

Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon  with  Mr.  Morris  of 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  Mills  with  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  Poage  with  Mr.  Rivers. 

Mr.  Purcell  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Waggonner. 

Mr.  JARMAN  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  CULVER  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
committee  substitute,  as  amended. 

The  committee  substitute,  as  amended, 
was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  and  was  read  the  third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Cramer  moves  to  recommit  the  bill,  S. 
602  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  with 
instructions  to  report  the  same  back  forth¬ 
with  with  the  following  amendments: 

On  page  36,  line  20,  strike  out  “President” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary  of 
Transportation”. 


On  page  46,  strike  out  line  21  and  all  that 
follows  through  and  including  line  23  on 
page  47,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“Sec.  116.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
214  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  ‘Any  finding,  re¬ 
port,  certification,  or  documentation  re¬ 
quired  to  be  submitted  to  the  head  of  the 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of 
the  Federal  government  responsible  for  the 
administration  of  any  Federal  grant-in-aid 
program  shall  be  accepted  by  the  Secretary 
with  respect  to  a  supplemental  grant  for  any 
project  under  such  program.’ 

“(b)  Subsection  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  214 
of  the  Act  are  amended  to  read  as  follows:”. 

On  page  60,  line  10,  strike  out  “(1)  ”  and  all 
that  follows  through  and  including  line  5  on 
page  51  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“(1)  by  amending  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 
to  read  as  follows,  and  (2)  by  redesignating 
the  succeeding  subsections  accordingly:”. 

On  page  55,  lines  2  and  3,  strike  out  “to 
the  President,  to  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,”. 

On  page  43,  strike  out  line  1  and  all  that 
follows  through  and  including  line  11  on 
page  45,  and  renumber  succeeeding  sections 
and  references  thereto  accordingly. 

On  page  60,  following  line  8,  insert  the 
following  new  section: 

“Sec.  205.  Title  I  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sections: 

“  ‘Sec.  107.  (a)  In  order  to  assist  in  the 
economic  development  of  the  Great  Lakes 
region  by  conserving,  developing,  and  en¬ 
hancing  anadromous  fishery  resources,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  grants  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  101  of  this  title,  to  assist  in 
carrying  out  projects  within  redevelopment 
areas  within  the  upper  Great  Lakes  economic 
development  region  established  pursuant  to 
title  V  of  this  Act  for  the  planning,  con¬ 
struction,  and  alteration  of  hatchery  facili¬ 
ties,  evaluation  and  eggtaking  weirs,  and 
stations  for  open  water  investigations;  the 
improvement  of  habitats;  and  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  land  and  equipment  associated  with 
such  hatchery  facilities,  weirs,  stations,  and 
habitats;  except  that  no  grant  may  be  made 
under  this  section  unless  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  satisfied  that  the  project  for 
which  such  grant  is  sought  will  benefit  the 
Great  Lakes  anadromous" fishery. 

“‘(b)  A  grant  made  under  this  section 
shall  not  exceed  50  percentum  of  the  cost 
of  the  project. 

“‘(c)  Not  to  exceed  $1,500,000  of  the 
funds  authorized  in  section  105  of  this  title 
shall  be  available  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1968  and  a  like  amount  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry 
out  this  section. 

“  ‘(d)  Grants  received  by  any  State  under 
this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  other 
assistance  which  such  State  is  eligible  to 
receive  under  this  Act  or  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  initiate  with  the  several  States 
a  cooperative  program  for  the  conservation, 
development,  and  enhancement  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  anadromous  fish,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses”,  approved  October  30,  1965  (16  U.S.C. 
737a-757f ) .’  ” 

Mr.  CRAMER  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing)  .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  motion  to  recommit  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  read,  in  that  it  includes 
amendment  No.  2,  which  I  offered,  to¬ 
gether  with  other  similar  amendments, 
striking  Presidential  authority  and  leav¬ 
ing  with  the  agencies  the  pending  au¬ 
thority  on  Appalachia;  amendment  No. 
7,  which  I  offered,  striking  section  224, 
relating  to  section  224,  the  housing 
promotion  money;  and,  third,  the  Vand- 


er  Jagt  alewives  Great  Lakes  fish  crop 
amendment. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  wish  to 
get  clearly  established  that  each  of  these 
amendments  is  an  amendment  that  was 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
or  by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Vander  Jagt]  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  and  defeated  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole,  except  language  in  the 
first  part  of  the  first  amendment.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Very  slightly  defeated, 
I  will  say  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  ob¬ 
jection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 


were — yeas 
as  follows ; 

178,  nays  184,  i 

[RoU  No.  254] 
YEAS— 178 

not  voting  70, 

Abbitt 

Frelinghuysen 

Pettis 

Abernethy 

Fuqua 

Poff 

Anderson,  HI. 

Gardner 

Pollock 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Gathings 

Pool 

Andrews, 

Goodell 

Price,  Tex. 

N.  Dak. 

Gross 

Pucinski 

Arends 

Grover 

Quie 

Ashbrook 

Gubser 

Railsback 

Ayres 

Gude 

Reid,  HI. 

Bates 

Hagan 

Reifel 

Battin 

Haley 

Reinecke 

Belcber 

Hall 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Bennett 

Halleck 

Riegle 

Berry 

Harrison 

Robison 

Biester 

Harvey 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Blackburn 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Roth 

Bolton 

Herlong 

Roudebush 

Bow 

Horton 

Ruppe 

Bray 

Hosmer 

Sandman 

Brinkley 

Hunt 

Satterfield 

Brock 

Hutchinson 

Schadeberg 

Broomfield 

Jarman 

Scherle 

Brotzman 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Schneebeli 

Brown,  Mich. 

Jonas 

Schwengel 

Brown,  Ohio 

Jones,  N.C. 

Scott 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Keith 

Selden 

Buchanan 

King,  N.Y. 

Shriver 

Burke,  Fla. 

Kornegay 

Sikes 

Burleson 

Kuykendall 

Skubitz 

Bush 

Kyi 

Smith,  Calif. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Laird 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Cahill 

Langen 

Smith,  Okla. 

Casey 

Latta 

Snyder 

Cederberg 

Lennon 

Springer 

Chamberlain 

Lipscomb 

Stafford 

Clancy 

Lloyd 

Stanton 

Cleveland 

Long,  La. 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Collier 

Lukens 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Colmer 

McClory 

Stuckey 

Conable 

McClure 

Teague,  Calif. 

Conte 

McCulloch 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Corbett 

McDonald, 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Cowger 

Mich. 

Tuck 

Cramer 

McEwen 

Vander  Jagt 

Cunningham 

MacGregor 

Watkins 

Curtis 

Mailliard 

Watson 

Davis,  Wis. 

Marsh 

Whalen 

Denney 

Martin 

Whalley 

Derwinski 

May 

Widnall 

Dole 

Meskill 

Wiggins 

Dowdy 

Minshall 

Williams,  Miss. 

Dwyer 

Mize 

Williams,  Pa. 

Erlenbom 

Montgomery 

Wilson,  Bob 

Esch 

Morton 

Winn 

Eshleman 

Mosher 

Wydler 

Findley 

Myers 

Wylie 

Fino 

Nelsen 

Wyman 

Fisher 

O’Konski 

Yates 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Passman 

Zablocki 

Fountain 

Pelly 

Zion 

<• 
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NAYS— 184 


Adams 

Gray 

Murphy,  HI. 

Addabbo 

Green,  Pa. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Albert 

Halpern 

Natch  er 

Anderson, 

HamUton 

Nedzi 

Tenn. 

Hammer- 

Nichols 

Annunzio 

schmidt 

Nix 

Ashley 

Hanley 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Ashmore 

Hanna 

Olsen 

Bevill 

Hansen,  Wash. 

O’NeUl,  Mass. 

Bingham 

Hardy 

Ottinger 

Blanton 

Harsha 

Patman 

Boggs 

Hathaway 

Patten 

Boland 

Hawkins 

Pepper 

Bolling 

Hays 

Perkins 

Brasco 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Philbin 

Brooks 

Helstoski 

Pickle 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Henderson 

Pike  r 

Burke,  Mass. 

Hicks 

Price,  HI. 

Burton,  Calif. 

Holifield 

Pryor 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Holland 

Quillen 

Carter 

Howard 

Randall 

Clark 

Hungate 

Rees 

Conyers 

Ichord 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Corman 

Irwin 

Resnick 

Culver 

Jacobs 

Reuss 

Daniels 

Joelson 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Roberts 

Dawson 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rodino 

Delaney 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Dent 

Karsten 

Ronan 

Diggs 

Karth 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Dingell 

Kastenmeler 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Donohue 

Kazen 

Rosenthal 

Dow 

Kee 

Roush 

Downing 

KeUy 

Roybal 

Dulski 

King,  Calif. 

Ryan 

Duncan 

Kirwan 

St.  Onge 

Eckhardt 

Kluczynskl 

Scheuer 

Edmondson 

Kupferman 

Schweiker 

Edwards,  La. 

Kyros 

Shipley 

Eilberg 

Landrum 

Sisk 

Evans,  Colo. 

Leggett 

Staggers 

Everett 

Long,  Md. 

Steed 

Evins,  Tenn. 

McCarthy 

Stephens 

Fallon 

McDade 

Stratton 

Farbstein 

McFall 

Stubblefield 

Fascell 

Macdonald, 

Taylor 

Flood 

Mass. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Foley 

Machen 

Tenzer 

Ford, 

Madden 

Thompson,  N.J. 

William  D. 

Mahon 

Tieman 

Fraser 

Mathias,  Md. 

Tunney 

Friedel 

Matsunaga 

Udall 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Meeds 

Vanik 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Miller,  Ohio 

Vigorito 

Galifianakis 

Minish 

Walker 

Gallagher 

Mink 

Wampler 

Garmatz 

Monagan 

Watts 

Gettys 

Moore 

White 

Giaimo 

Moorhead 

Whitten 

Gibbons 

Morgan 

Wright 

Gilbert 

Morse,  Mass. 

Young 

Gonzalez 

Adair 

Moss 

NOT  VOTING— 

Edwards,  Ala. 

-70 

Purcell 

Aspinall 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Rarick 

Baring 

Feighan 

Rivers 

Barrett 

Flynt 

Rostenkowskl 

Bell 

Goodling 

Rumsfeld 

Betts 

Green,  Oreg. 

St  Germain 

Blatnik 

Griffiths 

Saylor 

Brademas 

Gurney 

Slack 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Smith,  Iowa 

Burton,  Utah 

Hebert 

Sullivan 

Button 

Hull 

Taft 

CabeU 

Kleppe 

Talcott 

Carey 

McMillan 

Ullman 

Celler 

Mathias,  Calif. 

Utt 

Clausen, 

Mayne 

Van  Deerlin 

Don  H. 

Michel 

Waggonner 

Clawson,  Dei 

Miller,  Calif. 

Waldie 

Cohelan 

Mills 

Whitener 

Daddario 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

WUlis 

de  la  Garza 

Multer 

Wilson, 

Dellenback 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Charles  H. 

Devine 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Wolff 

Dickinson 

Pirnie 

Wyatt 

Dorn 

Poage 

Zwach 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Betts  for,  with  Mr.  Blatnik  against. 
Mr.  Edwards  of  Alabama  for,  with  Mrs. 

Sullivan  against. 

Mr.  Utt  for,  with  Mr.  Cohelan  against. 

Mr.  Talcott  for,  with  Mr.  Multer  against. 
Mr.  Zwach  for,  with  Mr.  Brown  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  against. 


Mr.  Goodling  for,  with  Mr.  Edwards  of 
California  against. 

Mr.  Gurney  for,  with  Mr.  Feighan  against. 

Mr.  Dickinson  for,  with  Mr.  Miller  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  against. 

Mr.  Devine  for,  with  Mr.  Celler  against. 

Mr.  Adair  for,  with  Mr.  Carey  against. 

Mr.  Bell  for,  with  Mr.  Brademas  against. 

Mr.  Burton  of  Utah  for,  with  Mr.  Barrett 
against. 

Mr.  Del  Clawson  for,  with  Mr.  Van  Deerlin 
against. 

Mr.  Kleppe  for,  with  Mr.  Charles  H.  Wil¬ 
son  against. 

Mr.  Mayne  for,  with  Mr.  Wolff  against. 

Mr.  Michel  for,  with  Mr.  Daddario  against. 

Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen  for,  with  Mr.  Aspinall 
against. 

Mr.  Rumsfeld  for,  with  Mr.  Waldie  against. 

Mr.  Wyatt  for,  with  Mr.  Rostenkowskl 
against. 

Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho  for,  with  Mr.  Slack 
against. 

Mr.  Hull  for,  with  Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan 
against. 

Mr.  Baring  for,  with  Mr.  St  Germain 
against. 

Mr.  Rarick  for,  with  Mrs.  Griffiths  against. 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  for,  with  Mr.  Dorn 
against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Flynt  with  Mr.  Taft. 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Pirnie. 

Mr.  Waggonner  with  Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Mathias  of  California. 

Mr.  CabeU  with  Mr.  Button. 

Mr.  Morris  of  New  Mexico  with  Mr.  Dellen- 
back. 

Mr.  Purcell  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  Rivers  with  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Ullman. 

Mr.  Mills  with  Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon. 

Mr.  JONAS  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 
The  yeas  and  nays  wefe  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  189,  nays  168,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  74,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  255] 

YEAS— 189 


Abernethy 

Dow 

Hanna 

Adams 

Dulski 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Addabbo 

Duncan 

Harsha 

Albert 

Eckhardt 

Hathaway 

Anderson, 

Edmondson 

Hawkins 

Tenn. 

Eilberg 

Hays 

Annunzio 

Eshleman 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Ashley 

Evans,  Colo. 

Helstoski 

Ashmore 

Everett 

Henderson 

Bevill 

Eyins,  Tenn. 

Hicks 

Biester 

Fallon 

Holifield 

Bingham 

Farbstein 

Howard 

Blanton 

Fascell 

Ichord 

Boggs 

Flood 

Jacobs 

Boland 

Foley 

Joelson 

Bolling 

Ford, 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Brasco 

WUliam  D. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Brooks 

Fraser 

Jonas 

BroyhUl,  N.C. 

Friedel 

Jones,  Ala. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Karsten 

Burton,  Calif. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Karth 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Galifianakis 

Kastenmeier 

Carter 

Gallagher 

Kazen 

Clark 

Garmatz 

Kee 

Conyers 

Gettys 

KeUy 

Corbett 

Giaimo 

King,  Calif. 

Corman 

Gibbons 

Kirwan 

Cowger 

Gilbert 

Kupferman 

Culver 

Gonzalez 

Kuykendall 

Daniels 

GoodeU 

Kyros 

Davis,  Ga. 

Gray 

Landrum 

Dawson 

Green,  Pa. 

Latta 

Delaney 

Gude 

Leggett 

Dent 

Halpern 

Long,  Md. 

Diggs 

Hammer- 

Lukens 

Dingell 

schmidt 

McCarthy 

Donohue 

Hanley 

McDade 

McFall 

Pepper 

Stafford 

Macdonald, 

Perkins 

Staggers 

Mass. 

Philbin 

Steed 

Machen 

Price,  HI. 

.Stephens 

Madden 

Pryor 

Stratton 

Mathias,  Md. 

Pucinski 

Stubblefield 

Matsunaga 

Quillen 

Taylor 

Meeds 

Rees 

Tenzer 

Miller,  Ohio 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Minish 

Resnick 

Tieman 

Mink 

Reuss 

Tunney 

Montgomery 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Udall 

Moore 

Robison 

Vanik 

•  Moorhead 

Rodino 

Vigorito 

Morgan 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Walker 

Moss 

Ronan 

Wampler 

Murphy,  HI. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Watts 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Rosenthal 

Whalen 

Natcher 

Roybal 

Whalley 

Nedzi 

Ruppe 

Whitten 

Nichols 

Ryan 

Williams,  Miss. 

Nix 

St.  Onge 

Williams,  Pa. 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Scheuer 

Wright 

Olsen 

Schneetaeli 

Yates 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Schweiker 

Young 

Ottinger 

Patman 

Patten 

-Shipley 

Sisk 

Snyder 

NAYS — 168 

Zablocki 

Abbitt 

Frelinghuysen 

Passman 

Anderson,  HI. 

Fuqua 

Pelly 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Gardner 

Pettis 

Andrews, 

Gathings 

Pickle 

‘  N.  Dak. 

Gross 

Pike 

Arends 

Grover 

Poff 

Ashbrook 

Gubser 

Pollock 

Ayres 

Hagan 

Pool 

Bates 

Haley 

Price,  Tex. 

Battin 

Hall 

Quie 

Belcher 

Halleck 

Railsback 

Bennett 

Hamilton 

Randall 

Berry 

Hardy 

Reid,  Ill. 

Blackburn 

Harrison 

Reifel 

Bolton 

Harvey 

Reinecke 

Bow 

Heckler,  Mass. 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Bray 

Herlong 

Riegle 

Brinkley 

Horton 

Roberts 

Brock 

Hosmer 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Broomfield 

Hungate 

Roth 

Brotzman 

Hunt 

Roudebush 

Brown,  Mich. 

Hutchinson 

Roush 

Brown,  Ohio 

Irwin 

Satterfield 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Jarman 

Schadeberg 

Buchanan 

Jones,  Mo. 

Scherle 

Burke,  Fla. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Schwengel 

Burleson 

Keith 

Scott 

Bush 

King,  N.Y. 

Selden 

Byrhes,  Wis. 

Kornegay 

Shriver 

Cahill 

Kyi 

Sikes 

Casey 

Laird 

Skubitz 

Cederberg 

Langen 

Smith,  Calif. 

Chamberlain 

Lennon 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Clancy 

Lipscomb 

Smith,  Okla. 

Cleveland 

Lloyd 

Springer 

Collier 

Long,  La. 

Stanton 

Colmer 

McClory 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Conable 

McClure 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Conte 

McCulloch 

Stuckey 

Cramer 

McDonald, 

Mich. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Cunningham 

Teague,  Tex. 

Curtis 

MacGregor 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Mahon 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Denney 

Mailliard 

Tuck 

Derwinskl 

Marsh 

Vander  Jagt 

Dole 

Martin 

Watkins 

Dowdy 

May 

Watson 

Downing 

Meskill 

White 

Dwyer 

Minshall 

Widnall 

Edwards,  La. 

Mize 

Wiggins 

Erlenborn 

Monagan 

Wilson,  Bob 

Esch 

Morse,  Mass. 

Winn 

Findley 

Morton 

Wydler 

Fino 

Mosher 

Wylie 

Fisher 

Myers 

Wyman 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Nelsen 
Fountain  O'Konskl 

k 

Zion 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”— 1 

McEwen  _ 

NOT  VOTING— 74 

Adair 

Celler 

Feighan 

Aspinall 

Clausen, 

Flynt 

Baring 

Don  H. 

Goodling 

Barrett 

Clawson,  Del 

Green,  Oreg. 

Bell 

Cohelan 

Griffiths 

Betts 

Daddario 

Gurney 

Blatnik 

de  la  Garza 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Brademas 

Dellenback 

Hebert 

Brown,  Calif. 

Devine 

Holland 

Burton,  Utah 

Dickinson 

HuU 

Button 

Dorn 

Kleppe 

Cabell 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Kluczynskl  " 

Carey 

Edwards,  Calif. 

McMillan 
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Mathias,  Calif. 
Mayne 
Michel 
Miller,  Calif. 
Mills 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 
Multer 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Pirnie 

Poage 

Purcell 

Rarick 


Rivers 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Rostenkowski 

Rumsfeld 

Sandman 

St  Germain 

Saylor 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Sullivan 

Taft 

Talcott 

Ullman 


Utt 

Van  Deerlin 
Waggonner 
Waldie 
Whitener 
Willis 
Wilson, 
Charles  H. 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Zwach 


So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Button  for,  with  Mr.  McEwen  against. 

Mr.  Pirnie  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr. 
Waggonner  against. 

Mr.  Mathias  of  California  for,  with  Mr.  Hull 
against. 

Mr.  Kluczynski  for,  with  Mr.  Baring 
against. 

Mr.  Blatnik  for,  with  Mr.  Cabell  against. 

Mrs.  Sullivan  for,  with  Mr.  Rarick  against. 

Mr.  Cohelan  for,  with  Mr.  Adair  against. 

Mr.  Multer  for,  with  Mr.  Bell  against. 

Mr.  Celler  for,  with  Mr.  Zwach  against. 

Mr.  Brademas  for,  with  Mr.  Don  H. 
Clausen  against. 

Mr.  Barrett  for,  with  Mr.  Betts  against. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California  for,  with  Mr. 
Rumsfeld  against. 

Mr.  Daddario  for,  with  Mr.  Mayne  against. 

Mr.  Peighan  for,  with  Mr.  Michel  against. 

Mr.  Slack  for,  with  Mr.  Sandman  against. 

Mr.  Rostenkowski  for,  with  Mr.  Del  Clawson 
against. 

Mr.  Wolff  for,  with  Mr.  Devine  against. 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson  for,  with  Mr.  Dickin¬ 
son  against. 

Mr.  Whitener  for,  with  Mr.  Burton  of  Utah 
against. 

Mr.  Waldie  for,  with  Mr.  Edwards  of 
Alabama  against. 

Mr.  Van  Deerlin  for,  with  Mr.  Goodling 
against. 

Mr.  Dorn  for,  with  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho 
against. 

Mrs.  Griffiths  for,  with  Mr.  Wyatt  against. 

Mr.  Aspinall  for,  with  Mr.  Gurney  against. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  for,  with  Mr. 
Talcott  against. 

Mr.  St  Germain  for,  with  Mr.  Utt  against. 

Mt.  O’Hara  of  Michigan  for,  with  Mr. 
Kleppe  against. 

Mr.  Carey  for,  with  Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Holland  with  Mr.  Dellenback. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  Taft. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  California  with  Mr.  Morris 
of  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  Mills  with  Mr.  de  la  Garza. 

Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Purcell. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  with  Mrs.  Green  of 
Oregon. 

Mr.  Flynt  with  Mr.  Rivers. 

Mr.  DUNCAN  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Button],  If  he  had  been  pres¬ 
ent,  he  would  have  voted  “yea.”  I  voted 
“nay.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and  vote 
“present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  and  to  amend  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
to  extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  S. 
602,  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  NEXT 
WEEK 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  re¬ 
quested  this  time  in  order  to  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert],  the  majority  leader,  if 
the  gentleman  would  kindly  advise  us  as 
to  the  legislative  program  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
L  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
fOpm  Oklahorha;  yes. 

[r.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  response 
to  the  inquiry  of  the  distinguished' gen- 
tlemah  from  Illinois,  the  program  for 
next  week  is  as  follows : 

Monday  is  Consent  Calendaf  day. 

Also,  f ok  consideration  of/the  House 
on  Monday\re  five  suspensions,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

S.  1657,  extension  of/lairy  indemnity 
payments  authority ;  H.R.  4451,  Fisher¬ 
men’s  Protective  Act/of  1967;  H.R.  8338, 
creating  a  new  divT&on  for  the  western 
district  of  Texas;  A  828,  relating  to  the 
Ailing  of  vacancies  in  the  eastern  district 
of  Pennsylvania;  and  S,  1465,  Federal 
District  Court:  for  the  Extern  Division 
of  the  Northern  District  of  Mississippi. 

Also  on/ Monday,  HouseNResolution 
838,  authorizing  the  Committee  on  the 
Judicia/y  to  conduct  certain  studies  and 
investigations. 

Oa  Tuesday  there  will  be  the  c\ll  of 
ths/Private  Calendar. 

i’or  Tuesday  and  the  balance  of  t\e 
reek  the  program  is  as  follows: 

H.R.  6418,  Partnership  for  Health 
Amendments  of  1967,  with  an  open  rule 
and  2  hours  of  debate,  and  waiving 
points  of  order;  H.R.  6430,  Mental  Re¬ 
tardation  Amendments  of  1967,  with  an 
open  rule  and  1  hour  of  debate;  H.R. 
6736,  Public  Broadcasting  Act  of  1967, 
with  an  open  rule  and  2  hours  of  debate  ; 
and  H.R.  10673,  amendment  of  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  with  an  open  rule 
and  1  hour  of  debate. 

Of  course,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  announce¬ 
ment  is  made  subject  to  the  usual  re¬ 
servation  that  conference  reports  may 
be  brought  up  at  any  time  and  that  any 
further  program  may  be  announced 
later. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader. 


the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


/ 


DISPENSING  WITH  BUSINESS  IN 
ORDER  UNDER  THE  CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY  RULE  ON  WEDNES¬ 
DAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that/ the  business  in 
order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  may  be  dispensed  with  on  Wednes¬ 
day  next.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  wks  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  MONDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet  on 
Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

M/  MURPHY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
tlje  last  sentence  in  my  remarks  appear- 
ig  on  page  HI  1394  of  the  Record  of 
'August  28,  1967,  be  deleted  from  the 
permanent  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  CONSTITUTION  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES  OF  AMERICA 

(Mr.  ALBERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  next  Sun¬ 
day,  September  17,  marks  the  180th  an¬ 
niversary  of  the  completion  of  the  writing 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
in  Convention  Hall  in  Philadelphia. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  document  is  still  the 
basis  of  our  representative  form  of  gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  foundation  of  our  lib¬ 
erty.  Under  its  provisions  this  House  is 
constituted  and  this  House  operates. 

For  4  long  months,  in  1787,  in  the 
heat  of  summer,  the  members  of  the  Con¬ 
vention  had  earnestly  sought  to  produce 
a  plan  of  government  whereby  they 
might  form  a  more  perfect  union  of  the 
people  of  this  Republic,  establish  justice 
in  their  midst,  insure  domestic  tran- 
lillity,  provide  for  the  common  defense, 
promote  the  general  welfare,  and  secure 
the  blessings  of  liberty  to  themselves  and 
their  posterity.  For  such  noble  purposes 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  was 
adopted  and  subsequently  ratiAed  by  the 
Thirteen  Original  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  constitution  it  was 
short,  simple^and  concise.  Usually  it  can 
be  printed  in  a  iBtate  statute  book  on  only 
one-Afth  or  less  af  the  pages  that  it  takes 
to  print  a  State  ^constitution.  When  it 
was  written,  there Vere  great  men  who 
said  that  it  was  the  greatest  document  of 
government  ever  produced  by  the  hand 
of  man  at  one  single  time,  and  that  it 
would  be  the  model  of\ll  subsequent 
constitutions. 

Behind  no  other  constitution  has  there 
been  the  work  or  inspiration  which 
Aowed  from  8  years  of  heroic  strug¬ 
gle  against  tyranny  and  inj usticexAt  the 
foundation  of  no  other  governmentyhave 
there  been  leaders  like  Washington, 
Franklin,  Hamilton,  Madison,  Pincknfc 
Morris,  and  others  whose  work  in  behal 
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of  democracy  shines  upon  history’s  page, 
and  makes  perpetual  the  memory  of  pa¬ 
triots  who  strove  to  lay  the  foundation  of 
the  greatest  nation  in  the  recorded  story 
of  the  civilization  of  mankind. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  can  test  the  great¬ 
ness  of  our  Constitution,  its  flexibility  to 
serve  not  only  the  American  of  the 
18th  century  but  our  citizens  of  the  20th 
century,  by  one  of  jts  clauses  alone.  The 
Constitution  provide^: 

The  Congress  shall  have  the  power — to 
establish  Post  Offices  anil  Post  Roads. 

This  simple  statement,' written  into  the 
Constitution,  has  through, all  the  years 
formed  the  fundamental  basis  for  the 
building  of  our  present  day  vast  and 
magnificent,  farflung,  worldwide  postal 
system.  At  the  beginning  of  our  National 
Government  under  the  Constitution  our 
postal  system  served  the  needs  of  cities 
of  only  a  few  thousand  in  population, 
and  isolated  towns  and  villages.  Mail  Was 
carried  by  sailing  vessels,  stagecoach,  an/ 
on  horseback.  Now,  the  system  serves  \ 
many  cities  whose  populations  are  in  the 
millions,  mail  is  carried  on  fast  going 
ocean  vessels,  by  planes  in  the  air,  speedy 
railway  trains,  buses  on  the  highway;  by 
a  postal  system  not  only  serving  13  States 
but  50  States  across  a  distance  of  10,000 
miles.  All  postal  regulations,  all  statutes 
of  law  enacted  by  the  Congress  are  based 
upon  the  simple  constitutional  provision 
that  Congress  shall  have  the  power  to 
establish  post  offices  and  post  roads. 

Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  under  the  benefi¬ 
cent  influences  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  our  Republic  has  grown 
,  and  developed  until  now  it  is  the  greatest, 
richest,  most  progressive  nation  in  all 
the  world  and  in  all  the  history  of  the 
human  race.  May  that  Constitution  be 
forever  perpetuated  insuring  as  it  does 
the  liberty  and  the  freedom  of  the 
American  people.  Let  all  of  us  this  day 
salute  it,  now  the  oldest  Constitution 
established  among  men,  and  the  finest 
and  the  best. 
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THE  183D  ANNIVERSARY  OP  CON¬ 
STITUTION  OF  UNITED  STATES 

(Mr.  SCHWENGEL  asked  and  was  , 
given  pel-mission  to  address  the  House/ 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.)  / 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Speak/,  I 
want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  majority/ader 
for  calling  attention  to  the  lSffth  an¬ 
niversary  of  the  Constitution.  / 


_ / 
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STATEMENT  IN  SUPPORT  OP  THE 
DEPLETION  ALL9WANCE 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  paid  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  add  include  extraneous 
matter.)  / 

Mr.  SMITH  o/Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  the  face  of- the  proposal  for  a  tax  in¬ 
crease,  the  professional  liberals  in  the 
press  and  in  Congress  are  again  making 
brave  noiSes  about  closing  so-called  tax 
loophole's  instead  of  facing  reality  and 
calling  for  a  reduction  in  wasteful  Fed- 
eral/xpenditures.  The  favorite  “loop¬ 
hole”  for  attack,  hardly  a  novel  one,  is' 
tRe  percentage  depletion  allowance.  I 


shall  be  kind  and  not  refer  to  a  display 
of  ignorance  on  their  part  but  rather  to 
a  lack  of  understanding. 

When  you  know  the  facts  about  the 
percentage  depletion  allowance,  you  are 
proud  to  defend  it.  Percentage  depletion 
allowances  were  incorporated  in  the  tax 
laws  in  1926  as  a  substitute  for  depletion 
based  on  “discovery  value,”  which  was 
difficult  to  administer.  Percentage  deple¬ 
tion  recognizes  that  natural  resources 
are  distinctive  because  they  are  physi¬ 
cally  exhaustible.  Firms  engaged  in  ex¬ 
tracting  oil  and  gas  and  other  minerals 
from  the  ground  are  entitled  to  a  deple¬ 
tion  allowance  for  exhaustion  of  the  min¬ 
eral  deposit  in  computting  their  taxable 
income,  just  as  other  firms  are  entitled 
to  a  depreciation  allowance  for  wear  and 
tear  on  the  capital  they  use. 

Depletion  covers  “wasting”  assets.  For 
example,  with  every  barrel  of  oil  taken 
from  the  ground,  the  oil  producer  is 
using  up  his  capital,  and  he  can  never 
be  certain  where  and  when  he  can  find 
mew  supplies. 

\Under  the  percentage  method,  deple¬ 
tion  is  computed  as  a  specific  percentage, 
of  the  annual  gross  income  from  tl 
property  but  cannot  exceed  50  percent 
of  the  pet  income  therefrom.  The  rates 
of  the  percentage  depletion  allowance 
vary  according  to  the  nature  and  charac¬ 
teristics  of  the  affected  mineral/ Oil  and 
gas  being  thepnost  difficult  an/expensive 
to  find  and  produce  has  a  depletion  rate 
of  27.5  percent.  . These  rates  have  been 
examined  repeatedly  ovpr  the  years  by 
committees  of  Congress  And  other  official 
groups.  Instead  of  finding  them  unneces¬ 
sary  or  excessive,  tjiky  have  kept  the 
rate  for  oil  and  ga/haVe  increased  rates 
for  other  minerals,  and  nave  made  new 
minerals  of  strategic  or  'economic  im¬ 
portance  eligible  for  percentage  deple¬ 
tion.  / 

The  un usual  hazards  the  oilMndustry 
faces  in  , exploration  are  recognized  in 
the  present  tax  structure.  The  percentage 
of  “d?y  wells”  is  very  high;  only  about 
3  percent  of  the  drillings  produce  signif¬ 
icant  returns. 

present  tax  provisions  have  also  been'' 
/  positive  force  in  encouraging  other 
vital  industries  in  America,  helping  to 
spark  the  exploration  for  and  develop-, 
ment  of  iron,  lead,  zinc,  coal,  sulfur,  and 
many  other  minerals  important  to  the 
economy  and  to  defense. 

Without  the  depletion  allowance,  risk 
capital  for  ventures  as  chancy  as  wildcat- 
ting  would  be  almost  impossible  to  find. 

Rising  production  costs  and  depressed 
crude  oil  prices  provide  enough  financial 
problems  for  the  oil  industry  without 
the  added  handicap  of  laws  that  fail  to 
recognize  or  recognize  inadequately  the 
depletion  factor.  Present  exploration 
levels  are  barely  adequate  to  meet  cur¬ 
rent  needs  and  must  be  stepped  up  if  the 
country  is  to  meet  the  expanding  needs 
of  the  future.  The  industry  has  been 
able  to  maintain  the  current  level  of 
exploratory  activity  only  as  a  result  of 
improved  efficiency  and  cost  reduction 
programs  of  major  dimensions.  Any  leg¬ 
islation  that  leads  to  increased  taxes  and 
lower  profits  will  result  in  sharply  cur¬ 
tailed  exploration. 

If  opponents  would  look  into  the  sub¬ 


ject  with  an  open  mind,  they  would  find/ 
the  depletion  provision  is  a  break  for 
general  public.  It  has  been  a  prime  fa 
tor  in  maintaining  a  low  price  on  gasoline 
and  other  products.  The  final  eff/gct  of 
a  reduction  or  elimination  of  per*(entage 
depletion  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
price  paid  by  consumers. 

In  addition,  legislation  having  an  ad¬ 
verse  effect  on  the  minei/ls  industries 
would  have  an  impact  throughout  the 
economy.  It  would  vei/  likely  mean  a 
cutback  in  capital  spending.  Expendi¬ 
tures  for  new  plan/and  equipment  for 
[petroleum  and  cqal  products  are  the 
highest  in  the  manufacturing  industry. 
Also,  some  of  /the  small,  independent 
producers  would  probably  be  wiped  out. 

It  is  my  cpnviction  that  the  extractive 
industries  today  require  the  same  tax 
framework  they  have  had  in  the  past 
and  for, the  same  reasons.  The  percentage 
depletion  allowance  is  no  “loophole.”  It 
is  an  economic  necessity.  It  has  served  to 
entourage  a  rate  of  exploration,  devel- 
ppment,  and  production  adequate  to  our 
National  security  and  the  requirements 
of  our  economy.  J 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  not  be  swayed  by 
those  looking  for  a  scapegoat  for  the  tax 
increase.  Certainly  today,  in  a  time  of 
war,  it  is  important  to  have  ample  sup¬ 
plies  of  strategically  important  minerals 
available.  For  the  good  of  America,  let 
us  not  tamper  with  the  percentage  deple¬ 
tion  allowance. 


CREATION  OF  SOUTHWEST  RE¬ 
GIONAL  SERVICES  CORPORATION 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Oklahoma.  Mr.  Speaker, 
news  was  released  on  May  1,  1952,  that 
the  U.S.  Air  Force  had  submitted  a  re¬ 
quest  to  the  House  and  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committees  for  $13,566,000  to 
rebuild  and  activate  the  former  Clinton 
Naval  Air  Station.  On  September  21, 

1958,  the  4123d  Airbase  Group  held  open 
house  for  the  public  of  southwestern 

Iklahoma,  and  the  sprawling  Clinton- 
lerman  Air  Force  Base  became  the 
home  for  many  brave  officers  and  men  of 
the  Strategic  Air  Command. 

ThX  4123d  Strategic  Wing  was  acti¬ 
vated  /  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Tex., 
in  December  1957,  and  moved  as  an  inte¬ 
gral  unit  tsp  Clinton-Sherman  in  March 

1959.  On  February  1,  1963,  the  unit  was 
redesignated  \the  70th  Bombardment 
Wing,  Heavy,  wrth  no  change  in  mission. 
Today,  the  base  nas  KC-135  Stratotank- 
ers,  Boeing  B-52\Stratofortresses,  and 
the  AGM  28-B  “Hound  Dog”  missiles  for 
the  use  of  this  mighV  force. 

In  December  1965,  secretary  McNa¬ 
mara  reported  that  thi/fine  base  would 
be  deactivated  by  July  1,\970.  This  an¬ 
nouncement  was  part  of  a  niass  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  move  to  elope,  consoli¬ 
date,  or  reduce  substantially  l$p  military 
bases  in  the  United  States. 

At  the  time  of  this  announcement,  the 
facilities  at  Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force 
Base  constituted  the  following  asset/ to 
the  United  States;  An  investment  of  ov 
$50  million  in  real  estate;  over  56fi 
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training  programs.  Thousands  of  Co- 
jesiers  have  joined  in  to  help. 

le  letter  from  Mr.  Van  Buskirk  con¬ 
cludes  by  urging  me,  on  behalf  of  the 
citizens  of  Cohoes,  to — 

Use  yooxr  influence  and  efforts  to  prevent 
the  actiork  that  would  result  In  the  dissolv¬ 
ing  of  the 'Office  of  Economic  Opportunity 
and  to  retaila  this  controlling  agency  over 
the  poverty  programs  in  our  city. 

Mr.  Van  Buskirk  makes  an  impres¬ 
sively  detailed  case,  Mr.  Speaker.  He  de¬ 
scribed  the  coordination  of  the  antipov¬ 
erty  programs  and  tnpir  concentration  of 
the  critical  problemsVof  the  poor  that 
were  impossible  under  the  old-line,  tra¬ 
ditional  agencies.  He  points  to  the  new 
involvement  of  private  enterprise  and  in¬ 
dividuals  in  attacking  these  problems.  He 
stresses  that  they  are  working  together 
with  the  poor  themselves,  and  that 
through  this  new  partnership  th\  target 
area  residents  are  developing  new  leader¬ 
ship  by  active  participation  in  the  demo¬ 
cratic  process.  I  might  add  to  Mr.  \tan 
Buskirk’s  comments,  Mr.  Speaker,  mj 
observation  that  I  am  sure  all  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  prefer  this  type  of  constructive 
democracy  to  the  senseless,  ignorant  al¬ 
ienation  which  is  the  root  cause  of  riot¬ 
ing. 

Because  Mr.  Van  Buskirk’s  letter 
makes  such  good  sense,  Mr.  Speaker,  be¬ 
cause  it  sets  forth  so  succinctly  the  work¬ 
ings  of  a  local  antipoverty  program,  and 
because  the  issues  it  raises  are  so  critical 
nationally,  I  am  inserting  it  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point  and  commend  it  to  the 
close  attention  of  all  Members  of  this 
House. 

City  op  Cohoes,  N.Y., 

August  1,  1967. 

Hon.  Daniel  Button, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Button:  I  have  read 
recently  that  members  of  Congress  are  con¬ 
sidering  action  to  dissolve  the  Office  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  Opportunity  and  to  place  certain  pro¬ 
grams  under  this  office  with  the  respective 
traditional  old  line  agencies. 

I  wish  to  point  out  what  effect  I  believe 
this  would  have  on  the  City  of  Cohoes  and 
many  other  cities  throughout  the  nation. 
First,  I  should  like  to  familiarize  you  with 
some  statistics  on  the  characteristics  of  the 
population  of  the  City  of  Cohoes.  These  sta- ' 
tistics  refer  to  Census  Tracts  28  and  29  whipii 
contain  fifty  per  cent  of  the  population'  of 
our  City.  !  /— 

19.4%  of  the  families  have  an  income  of 
less  than  $3,000  annually.  / 

9.7%  of  the  males,  fourteen  years, and  over, 
in  the  civilian  labor  force  are  unemployed. 

67.3%  of  all  housing  units  are  substandard. 

36.7%  of  all  persons  25  years/and  over  have 
less  than  eight  years  of  education. 

The  City  of  Cohoes  was /one  of  the  first 
communities  in  New  York  State  to  be  funded 
for  Community  Action  Programs.  They  are  as 
follows : 

Neighborhood  Youth  Corps,  Child  Develop¬ 
ment  Center  (CAP]/  Housing,  Environmen¬ 
tal,  Rehabilitation/ and  Development  Center 
(CAP),  Work  Training  Project  (CAP),  Legal 
Aide  (CAP). 

The  following  programs  were  developed  but 
were  not  funded  due  to  lack  of  sufficient  ap- 
propriatio 

Home  /Management,  Remedial  Reading, 
ltizen,  Surplus  Food. 

Und^r  the  organization  guidelines,  rules, 
and  regulations  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Op¬ 
portunity  and  through  their  programs,  the 
lowing  objectives  have  been  achieved  in 
City  of  Cohoes: 


1.  Through  concentrated  efforts,  organiza¬ 
tion,  and  coordination  of  programs,  all  mem¬ 
bers  of  a  socially  distressed  family  can  be 
reached.  For  example,  a  father  may  be 
chronically  unemployed  and  is  receiving 
training  under  the  Work  Training  Project;  a 
sixteen-year-old  high  school  dropout  is  an 
enrollee  in  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps; 
a  four-year-old  child  is  participating  in  the 
Child  Development  Center;  and  a  mother 
should  be  able  to  receive  home  management 
training  through  a  Home  Management  Pro¬ 
gram. 

The  staff  of  each  program  is  familiar  with 
all  the  problems  and  circumstances  of  the 
family  of  a  participant.  This  results  in  the 
efforts  of  all  programs  being  coordinated  and 
concentrated  on  solving  all  the  social  ills  of 
the  family.  This  also  makes  it  possible  for  a 
socially  distressed  family  to  function  through 
one  agency  rather  than  through  three  or 
four,  or  possibly  more,  which  tends  to  dis¬ 
courage  the  uneducated  and  uninformed 
family.  This  could  not  be  possible  under  the 
traditional  old  line  agencies,  for  their  pri¬ 
mary  concern  is  the  objectives  of  their  re¬ 
spective  agencies  and  coordination  with  other 
agencies  is  secondary.  Also,  there  is  no  central 
agency  or  agencies  to  provide  central  leader¬ 
ship  above  the  line  agencies  that  could  effec¬ 
tively  and  efficiently  coordinate  their  activi- 

ie  traditional  old  line  agencies^clo  not 
ha^e,  at  this  time,  financial  resources  and,  de¬ 
veloped  man  power  to  execute  coordinated 
programs  similar  to  those  administered  by 
the  Offib^  of  Economic  Opportunity.;' 

2.  In  the  City  of  Cohoes  each  program  has 
its  own  governing  body  which  administers 
its  respective^  program,  and  fifty' per  cent  of 
the  members ''are  area  residents  elected  by 
neighborhood  organizations,''  These  people 
have  had  the  opportunity  to  develop  leader¬ 
ship,  understand  t'he  problems  of  the  demo¬ 
cratic  process,  and  \ealjze  the  work  that  is 
involved  in  solving  problems  and  administer¬ 
ing  programs.  They  pass  judgment  on  hiring 
personnel,  setting  salaries^approving  budgets, 
and  setting  policies,  priorities  and  goals. 

These  prograrpS  are  designed  to  serve  the 
socially  and  economically  disadvantaged,  and 
these  people  should,  and  want  «?,  have  some¬ 
thing  to  say  and  to  contribute'1^)  the  pro¬ 
grams  serving  them.  Not  only  aye  we  de¬ 
veloping/leadership  among  the  economically 
disadvantaged,  but  through  participation  on 
governing  bodies,  they  are  working's  with 
other  members  of  the  community  such  as 
lawyers,  real  estate  people,  engineers,  archi¬ 
tects,  bankers,  clergy  and  many  others.  Ti  ’ 
/has  resulted  in  the  broadening  of  their  out¬ 
look  on  the  community  and  the  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  problems  of  many  other  segments 
of  the  City,  both  public  and  private. 

This  type  of  participation,  experience,  and 
training  of  the  residents  in  the  designated 
area  would  not  have  been  possible  under  the 
traditional  old  line  agency.  In  many  cases, 
the  traditional  old  line  agencies  do  not  have 
programs  or  staff  at  the  neighborhood  level, 
and  they  do  not  have  provisions  for  setting 
up  governing  bodies  to  administer  local 
neighborhood  programs.  Also,  they  do  not 
have  the  horizontal  coordination  for  an  ef¬ 
fective  and  efficient  program.  The  old  line 
agencies  do  not  have  the  private  assistance 
or  the  mobilization  of  private  resources 
whereby  area  residents  in  coordination  with 
others  can  develop  and  administer  these  vari¬ 
ous  programs. 

3.  Under  the  O.E.O.  programs  in  the  City 
of  Cohoes,  private  enterprise,  private  agen¬ 
cies,  corporations  and  individuals  arb"  making 
a  tremendous  contribution  to  alleviate  the 
social  ills  of  the  City.  I  believe  that  if  an 
economic  analysis  of  their  efforts,  time,  ener¬ 
gies  and  cash  contributions  could  be  deter¬ 
mined,  their  total  contribution  would  nearly 
equal  the  financial  contribution  of  the  fed¬ 
eral  government. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  Office  of  Economic 


Opportunity,  this  large  resource  would  never 
have  been  tapped  and  we  would  not  have  hqd 
the  complete  mobilization  of  our  resources, 
public  and  private,  trying  to  solve  the  social 
ills  of  the  community.  Also,  the  plaip  fact 
that  many  private  agencies  and  enterprises 
are  aware  of  our  social  problems  and  have 
assumed  the  responsibility  for  solving  them, 
and  have  given  their  time  and /effort,  is  in 
itself  a  tremendous  accomplishment  of  the 
private  sector  of  our  society  iii  accepting  re¬ 
sponsibility.  This  could  never  have  been  ac¬ 
complished  under  the  traditional  old  line 
agencies,  for  our  private  enterprise  would 
assume  that  line  agencies  are  fully  responsi¬ 
ble  for  their  individual  programs  and  the 
challenge  that  the  O.E.O.  program  has 
brought  to  the  surface  would  not  be  there. 

Also,  line  agency  programs  and  staff  in 
many  cases  are  riot  at  the  neighborhood  level, 
and  are  not  familiar  with  local  agencies,  local 
problems,  and  it  would  be  difficult  for  such 
a  staff  to  motivate  local  resources. 

If  Congress  should  revert  to  placing  the 
O.E.O.  programs  under  the  traditional  old 
line  agencies,  and  should  dissolve  the  Office 
of  Economic  Opportunity,  this  action  would 
have  the  following  effect  in  solving  the  social 
ills'  of  the  City  of  Cohos : 

1.  The  anti-poverty  programs  would  be¬ 
come  fragmented  and  the  result  would  be  an 
uncoordinated  attack  on  the  social  ills  of 
the  economically  disadvantaged  family.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  would  result  in  a  fifty  to 
seventy-five  per  cent  less  effective  program 
than  that  presently  issued  under  the  Office 
of  Economic  Opportunity. 

2.  All  the  efforts  for  developing  leadership 
in  the  designated  areas  to  assist  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  development  of  their  pro¬ 
grams  would  be  completely  lost. 

3.  The  tremendous  contribution  being 
made  by  private  enterprise  would  be  greatly 
reduced  to  the  point  that  it  would  not  be 
effective  in  trying  to  cure  the  social  ills. 
I  believe  that  all  the  efforts,  energies  and 
contributions  that  have  been  made  possible 
through  the  mobilization  of  public  and 
private  resources  would  not  only  be  greatly 
reduced,  but  it  would  be  extremely  difficult 
in  the  future  to  persuade  private  enterprise 
to  mobilize  their  resources  and  assume 
responsibilities  in  attending  the  many  pro¬ 
grams  that  will  be  needed  to  solve  the  pro¬ 
blems  in  the  City  of  Cohoes,  as  well  as  in 
the  nation. 

I  am  requesting,  on  behalf  of  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  City  of  Cohoes,  that  you,  our 
Congressman,  use  your  influence  and  efforts 
to  prevent  the  action  that  would  result  in 
the  dissolving  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Op¬ 
portunity  and  to  retain  this  controlling 
agency  over  the  poverty  programs  in  our 

Cit_ 

kVery  truly  yours, 

Paul  G.  Van  Buskirk, 

Executive  Assisstant. 


(Mrs.  HECKLER  of  Massachusetts  (at 
the  requests  of  Mr.  Wampler)  was 
granted  permission  to  extend  her  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter.) 

[Mrs.  HECKLER  6^  Massachusetts’  re¬ 
marks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix.  1  \ 

L.  B.  J.  SHOULD  HEEDNSUBCOM- 
MITTEE  REPORT 

(Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN  (at  ttis  request 
of  Mr.  Wampler)  was  granted  permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Mr.  Speaker> 
from  my  contacts  with  citizens  in 
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Michigan,  especially  in  recent  months  I 
am  satisfied  that  the  American  people  are 
more  disturbed  than  ever  over  the  con- 
duct  of  the  war  in  Vietnam.  One  partic¬ 
ularly  articulate  example  of  this  concern 
is  to  be  found  in  an  editorial  appearing 
in  the  Stat^.  Journal  of  Lansing  on  Sep¬ 
tember  2  196X  relating  to  the  recent  re¬ 
port  by  the  Senate  Preparedness  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  the  ,v^ir  War  Against  North 
Vietnam.”  \ 

I  commend  it  to\the  attention  of  my 
colleagues:  . 

L.  B.  J.  Should  Heed  Subcommittee  Report 

If  the  Johnson  administration's  objective 
is — as  it  should  be — to  brink  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam  to  dn  early  and  successful  conclusion,  we 
think  it  should  heed  the  demands  of  a  Senate 
preparedness  subcommittee  thatvthe  air  war 
in  North  Vietnam  be  intensifiedNwith  raids 
that  would  close  the  Communist^  port  of 
Haiphong. 

We  agree  fully  with  what  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  said  in  this  excerpt  from  its  repor 

“We  cannot,  in  good  conscience,  ask  ''our 
ground  forces  to  continue  their  fight  \n 
South  Vietnam  unless  we  are  prepared  tl 
press  the  air  war  in  the  North  in  the  most 
effective  way  possible.” 

What  the  Senate  group  said  about  the 
ground  forces  applies  also  to  the  U.S.  pilots 
who  should  not  be  required  to  attack  North 
Vietnam  under  a  policy  that  prevents  them 
from  hitting  all  military  targets  and  thus 
gives  the  Communists  a  big  advantage  in 
their  defense  against  American  aircraft. 

The  subcommittee  noted  this  advantage  by 
saying  that  “anti-aircraft,  surface-to-air 
missiles,  and  MIG  fighter  planes”  had  been 
assembled  in  North  Vietnam  “as  the  most 
deadly  (anti-aircraft  force)  the  world  has 
ever  seen.” 

“The  long  delay  in  approving  targets  in 
North  Vietnam  has  almost  certainly  contrib¬ 
uted  to  our  aircraft  and  pilot  losses  since 
it  gave  the  Vietnamese  the  time  to  build  up 
formidable  air  defenses,”  the  report  said. 

The  subcommittee  supports  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  who  advocate  stepped-up 
bombing  against  the  view  of  Secretary  of 
Defense  McNamara  who  has  maintained  that 
increased  bombing  of  the  North  could  -not  by 
itself  win  or  shorten  the  war. 

Perhaps  the  bombing  alone  could  not  win 
the  war  but  along  with  ground  action  in  the 
South  it  would  be  more  effective  than  the 
restrictive  policy  the  administration  has  pur¬ 
sued  in  the  past. 

The  U.S.  Constitution  wisely  provides  for 
civilian  control  of  the  military  as  a  safe¬ 
guard  against  a  military  government.  How, 
ever,  this  does  not  mean  that  a  civilian  sec¬ 
retary  of  defense  is  right  and  the  military 
chiefs  of  staff,  with  all  their  training'  and 
experience,  are  wrong  in  the  devising  pi  mili¬ 
tary  strategy. 

The  Senate  subcommittee  issued/its  report 
after  a  three-week  investigation y>i  the  con 
duct  of  the  air  war. 

The  responsibility  for  the  filial  decisions  is 
that  of  the  President  as  commander-in-chief 
of  the  armed  forces,  but  ye  believe  that  he 
also  has  the  responsibility  of  giving  careful 
consideration  to  the  views  of  members  of 
Congress  who  seek  viotory  in  Vietnam. 

A  few  days  ago  Rep.  Gerald  R.  Ford,  Jr., 
R-Grand  Rapids,  tile  House  Republican  lead¬ 
er,  said  the  United  States  should  get  out  of 
Vietnam  if  McNamara’s  view  that  air  power 
cannot  halt  pie  war  is  correct.  Ford,  how¬ 
ever?  vigorously  challenged  the  defense  sec¬ 
retary’s  contention. 

President  Johnson  has  repeatedly  ex¬ 
pressed  ^determination  to  carry  out  the  U.S. 
commitment  to  Vietnam.  He  thus  has  the 
dutw  of  taking  the  measures  necessary  to 
end'  Communist  aggression  against  South 
Vietnam  as  soon  as  possible  and  with  the 
east  possible  addition  to  the  already  heavy 


American  casualties  that  have  been  re¬ 
corded  in  the  long  and  frustrating  conflict. 


THE  APPALACHIAN  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Wampler)  was  granted  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  state  my  unqualified  support  of 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  Amendments  of  1967.  The  Appala¬ 
chian  program  is  one  of  the  best  pro¬ 
grams  in.  existence  today. 

This  program  is  important  not  only 
to  the  Appalachian  region,  but  to  every 
other  area  of  America  too.  More  pur¬ 
chasing  power  in  Appalachia  means 
greater  demand  for  goods  and  services 
produced  in  other  areas  of  the  country. 
A  strong  Appalachian  economy  means  a 
stronger  national  economy.  Thus,  the 
needs  of  the  whole  country  are  served  by 
the  Appalachian  program. 

Furthermore,  many  of  the  problems  in 
our  cities  result  in  large  part  from  the 
influx  of  untrained,  unskilled  people 
from  the  rural  areas  of  the  Nation.  In 
the  past  25  years,  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion  alone  has  lost  more  than  2  million 
people  to  the  urban  areas. 

Unless  this  trend  is  abated,  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  our  urban  areas  will  multiply. 
However,  people  will  not  stay  in  rural 
America  without  opportunities  closer  to 
home. 

A  strong  economy  in  our  rural  areas 
requires  job  opportunities,  better  trans¬ 
portation,  and  health  and  education  fa¬ 
cilities.  The  Appalachian  program  is  a 
great  stride  in  meeting  these  require¬ 
ments. 

The  Appalachian  idea  and  its  ap¬ 
proach  have  been  highly  successful.  It  is 
a  program  which  represents  a  unique  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  Federal  and  State 
Governments,  and  has  proven  itself  a 
useful  and  effective  way  to  solve  the 
problems  of  the  rural  and  also  the  urban 
areas 

I  urge  the  Members  of  this  House  to 
support  the  bill. 


FULL-TIME  POVERTY  WARRIORS 
NEEDED 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Helstoski)  .  Under  a  previous  order  of 
the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
AshbrookI  is  recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
week,  I  had  the  opportunity  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  an  unofficial  2-day  investigation 
into  the  conduct  of  the  war  on  poverty  in 
Cincinnati,  Ohio.  Representative  Wil¬ 
liam  Ayers  and  I  conducted  our  investi¬ 
gation  after  numerous  complaints  and 
suggestions  were  received  in  our  offices 
and  by  Cincinnati  Congressman  Donald 
D.  Clancy.  While  I  would  be  the  first  to 
say  that  we  were  not  able  to  study  every 
aspect  of  the  local  war  on  poverty  or  be¬ 
come  experts  on  the  total  effectiveness 
or  ineffectiveness  pf  the  Cincinnati  pro¬ 
gram,  we  very  definitely  were  accorded 
an  opportunity  to  take  an  on-the-spot 
look  at  a  very  controversial  Federal  pro¬ 
gram  which  proved  to  be  most  informa¬ 
tive  and  helpful  to  us. 


Our  main  purpose  in  going  to  Cincin-/ 
nati  was  to  see  what  people  who  are 
Effected  think  of  the  war  on  poverty.  Dn 
Thursday,  September  7,  we  spent  themay 
visiting  with  people  in  the  so-called  tar¬ 
get  areas — in  their  homes,  in  the  com¬ 
munity  centers,  on  the  street/  in  the 
churches.  We  found  a  general/Teeling  of 
frustration  among  the  scores/f  people  we 
interviewed  and  it  is  fair  Xa  say  that  the 
prevailing  outlook  seems/xo  be  that  the 
war  on  poverty  has  not  materially  af¬ 
fected  their  lives  in  any  positive  manner. 
Complaints  ranged  i/om  mild  mannered 
to  the  very  harsjr  charges  of  “it’s 
racket.” 

One  of  the  hright  experiences  of  the 
visit  was  the  opportunity  to  see  the  real 
and  meaningful  contributions  which  are 
being  made  by  those  dedicated  people 
who  are  /conducting  an  all-out  attack 
on  poverty  while  not  encouraged  or  sub- 
sidizecyby  any  Federal  payroll  or  grant. 
Onedf  the  most  memorable  people  I  have 
ever  met  must  be  Father  William  M. 
Sticking  who  was  also  the  first  witness  at 
ur  informal  hearings  which  were  con¬ 
ducted  Friday  at  the  council  chambers 
at  city  hall. 

Father  Sicking  practices  what  he 
preaches.  He  conducts  a  full-time  war  on 
poverty  and,  judging  by  the  sampling 
of  opinion  that  we  received  by  talking  to 
the  man  on  the  street,  his  type  of  cam¬ 
paign  will  be  the  more  successful  of  the 
many  methods  now  being  employed.  His 
parish  is  in  a  poor  neighborhood  with 
a  high  Negro  concentration.  He  has  suc¬ 
cessfully  set  up  a  parish  approach  to  the 
problems  of  the  poor  which  is  known  as 
St.  Martin  DePorres  Complex.  It  includes 
a  center,  St.  Ann’s  day  care  facility,  a 
Golden  Age  Club  and  a  Thrift  Shop.  An¬ 
other  project  is  planned  to  help  provide 
job  opportunities.  Father  Sicking  plans 
to  make  pallets  at  a  shop  which  will  be 
established.  I  had  an  opportunity  to  tour 
these  facilities  and  I  was  very  much  im¬ 
pressed  by  the  enthusiasm  of  the  people 
who  felt  that  this  was  theirs. 

It  is  most  unfortunate  that  the  efforts 
of  this  good  priest  are  not  appreciated 
by  the  poverty  program  officials  in  Cin¬ 
cinnati.  Although  Father  Sicking  has 
.served  on  the  Community  Action  Coun¬ 
cil — CAC — of  the  local  program  since  its 
iception,  tire  program  director,  John 
Misan,  apparently  looks  upon  Father 
Sicking  as  a  thorn  in  his  side.  His  criti¬ 
cisms,  have  probably  been  sharp  in  the 
past  nut  judging  from  my  interviews 
with  Father  Sicking,  his  approach  is  pos¬ 
itive  anckhis  first  concern,  the  poor — 
not  the  program.  In  fact,  one  of  the  real 
problems  inSthe  poverty  program  seems 
to  be  the  seike  of  institutional  loyalty 
which  places  th^  program  first,  the  peo¬ 
ple  second. 

As  contrasted  to  leather  Sicking,  Direc¬ 
tor  Hansan  made  on^  of  his  first  requests 
before  our  panel  a  plek  for  an  increase  in 
salary  for  h’mself.  ThisVontrasted  to  the 
self-sacrificing  efforts  of  those  people 
in  the  neighborhoods  like  Rather  Sicking 
who  had  the  poor  as  their  first  concern. 

Congressmen  must  always  weigh  testi¬ 
mony  and  decide  the  merits.  The  testi¬ 
mony  of  Father  Sicking  and  Kfirector 
Hansan  was  in  direct  conflict.  Mr. 
Hansan  fights  poverty  from  his  vantage 
point  of  an  office,  staff  and  salary\of 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  revised  food  stamp  bill\  House  committee  voted 

to  report  REA  supplemental  financing  bill.  Rep.  Betts  introduced  and  discussed  bill 
to  require  status  report  on  development  of  accounting  systems  \o  implement  pro¬ 
gramming-budgeting  sys 


SENATE 

1,  FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  to  S. 
953,  to  Authorize  appropriations  for  the  food  stamp  program.  The  revised  l 
authorises  $200  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1968  and  $225  million  for  thtfis- 
cal  year  1969  and  provides  that  only  appropriations  made  from  the  general 
of  phe  Treasury  for  this  specific  purpose  may  be  used  to  carry  out  the  program. 
Tt/  House  then  concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  by  a  vote  of  196  to  154.  ThiN 
.11  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  S13245-6,  H12120-3 


2 


v2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Continued  consideration  of  H.  R.  9960,  the  independant  office 
and  HUD  appropriation  bill.  pp.  S13232-3,  S13236-61 


3.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen,  Bennett  urged  the  enactment  of  S.  2134,  the  proposed 
Ru\al  Job  Development  Act  of  1967.  pp.  S13214-5 


4.  ORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Pearson  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  47,  to  create  a  Cpfemission  on 
the  Operation  of  the  Executive  Branch,  to  study  the  organization  and  function¬ 
ing  of  the  Federal  bureaucracy  for  a  2-year  period  and  make  radomraendations  to 
Congress.  xpp.  S13172-4 


5.  POVERTY.  Sen.  Jackson  submitted  an  amendment  to  S.  2388,  .the  proposed  Economic 
Opportunity  Amendments  of  1967,  to  continue  the  present -policy  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  Job  Corps  program  under  OEO.  pp.  S13179-80 


6.  SOCIAL  SECURITY.  Sen.  Hartke  urged  enactment  of  H.  R.  12080,  the  proposed 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967,  and  submitted  several  amendments  to  this 
bill.  pp.  s 13180-1 
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7.  COSPONSORS.  Sen.  Miller  spoke  in  favor  of  1796,  to  impose  quotas  on  the 

importation  of  certain  textile  articles,  yand  added  his  and  Sen.  Bayh  s  name  as 
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cosponsors  of  this  bill.  p.  S13JL81 

Sens.  Clark,  Inouye,  and  Bayh  were  added  as  cosponsors  to  S.  2273,  to  pro¬ 
mote  interest  and  training  in  international  agricultural  assistance,  and  Sen. 
Burdick  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  S,.  2348,  to  provide  for  a  Great  Prairie 
Lakes  Parkway  in  S.  D.  and  N.  D.,  p.  S13181 


8.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  a  series  of  articles  and  reports  which 
point  out  "the  peril  to  health  and  public  safety  involved  in  pollution  of  the 
Great  Lakes."  pp.  S13181-13207 


/ 


9.  FARM  LOANS.  Sen.  McGovern  inserted  an  FHA  report  on  activities  in  S.  D.  since 
the  inception  of  the  program  through  1966.  pp.  S13210-1 


10.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  McGee  inserted  an  article,  "Topics:  ,  What;  Foreign  Aid  Can  aH 
Cannot  Do."  p.  S13214  '  \ 


11.  WILDLIFE.  Sen.  Yarborough  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  Con.  Res.  41,  to  provide  for  the 
setting  up  of  an  international  conference  on  conservation  of  wildlife,  and 
inserted  an  article,  "Hard-Pressed  Species  can  Survive  if  Buyers  Take  Profit 
out  of  Killing."  pp.  S13223-4 


12.  TAX  SHARING.  Received  a  resolution  favoring  the  enactment  of  legislation  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  Federal  tax  sharing  program,  p.-  S13175 


13.  RECLAMATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 

approved  for  full  committee  consideration  H.  R.  845,  to  authorize  construction 
and  operation  of  the  Neb. -Midstate  division,  Mo.  River  Basin  project,  and 
6,  to  authorize  construction  of  the  first  stage  of  the  Oahe  unit,  James  Divi 
sion,  Mo.  River  Basin  project,  S.  D.  p.  D824 
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14,  APPALACHIA.  Conferees  were  appointed  in  both  Houses  on  S.  602,  to  revise  and 

extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  pp.  H12120,  S13233-  I 
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putting  more  money  into  missiles  so  that 
ju  can  overdestroy  the  enemy  abroad, 
vdo  not  think  the  Senate  will  shirk  its 
obligations  with  respect  to  the  civil  de¬ 
fense 'program.  We  have  cut  and  cut 
deeply  into  the  budget  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  sen'll  us,  but  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  cannot  shirk  my  responsibilities 
embracing  \that  somewhat  ethereal 
dream  that  perhaps,  after  all,  nothing 
will  ever  happen.  I  hope  it  does  not  hap¬ 
pen,  but  if  it  should  happen  I  do  not 
want  it  ever  said\hat  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  or  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  walked  away  frona  their  responsibili¬ 
ties  to  attempt  to  ske  that  we  were 
providing  fallout  shelters  for  as  many 
people  as  we  could  in  thi\ great  country 
of  ours. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  MV  President, 
the  facts  are  that  of  the  83l\employees 
in  the  civil  defense  section  oKthe  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense,  439  of  those  831 
persons  receive  salaries  from  $10,927  per 
annum  up  to  $27,000  per  annuirk  In 
other  words,  more  than  half  receiveS^n 
annual  salary  of  from  nearly  $11,000 
$27,000.  The  remaining  392  employee^ 
receive  salaries  from  $9,221,  down 
through  those  in  the  GS-3  grade  who 
receive  $4,269  a  year. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  most  over¬ 
paid  branch  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  which  is  notoriously  extravagant 
with  taxpayers’  money.  Here  is  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  save  $20  million.  Whether  that 
is  one-hundredth  of  the  defense  budget, 
or  whatever  percentage  it  is,  $20  million 
saved  is  a  large  sum  of  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  my  amendment 
will  be  seriously  considered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  hour 
of  11:15  a.m.  having  arrived,  under  the 
order  of  yesterday,  the  Senate  will  pro¬ 
ceed  to  vote  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Young!. 

On  this  question:,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Rhod§ 
Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Senator  fro* 
Missouri  [Mr.  Symington],  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Sena  to/  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the^Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  bne  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maine  [Mr.  MusKiEl/the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [M*\  Smathers], 
and  the  Senator  from  IWaryland  [Mr. 
Brewster],  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announcer  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Bayh],  and  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  SMATHjmsl,  would  each  vote 
“nay”. 

On  this  vote^  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Bbewster]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee]. 
If  present/and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Marylana  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  fnerai  Wyoming  would  vote  “nay”. 

Mi/DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hatfield], 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Mor- 
5n],  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
rcy  ]  are  necessarily  absent. 


The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton] 
and  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Percy]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  32, 


nays  55,  as 

follows: 

[No.  252  Leg.] 
YEAS — 32 

Bennett 

Fulbright 

McGovern 

Bible 

Gore 

Morse 

Burdick 

Gruening 

Moss 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hansen 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Hart 

Nelson 

Church 

Hartke 

Proxmire 

Clark 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Williams,  N.J. 

Cooper 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Lausche 

Young,  Ohio 

Fannin 

Long,  Mo. 

NAYS — 55 

Aiken 

Hayden 

Montoya 

Allott 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Anderson 

Hill 

Pastore 

Baker  ■ 

Holland 

Pearson 

Bartlett 

Hollings 

Prouty 

Boggs 

Hruska 

Randolph 

Brooke 

Inouye 

Ribicoff  / 

.Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Scott  / 

iarlson 

se 


Javits 

Jordan,  Idaho 


Smith 

Sparkma 


Cooton 

Long,  La. 

Spong  / 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Stennfs 

Dirksan 

Mansfield 

Tal/adge 

Dodd  \ 

McClellan 

Th/rmond 

Dominick 

McIntyre 

Tower 

Ellender  \ 

Metcalf 

/ydings 

Fong  \ 

Miller 

/Young,  N.  Dak. 

Griffin 

\  Mondale 

Harris 

\  Monroney 

NOT  VOTH? 

JG— 13 

Bayh 

MllGee  / 

Russell 

Brewster 

Mortoii 

Smathers 

Hatfield 

Mu  safe 

Symington 

Kuchel 

Pel/ \ 

McCarthy 

Percy  \ 

So  the  am/ndment\of  Mr.  Young  of 
Ohio  was  rejected. 

Mr.  M/fGNUSON.  Tvfk  President,  I 
move  tcy reconsider  the  vste  by  which 
the  anfendment  was  reject 

ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  J^y  that  motion  on  the  tables 

]he  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mv  Hol¬ 
dings  in  the  chair) .  The  question's^  on 
agreeing  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion 
to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  wal 
agrce'l  to. 


REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  AP¬ 
PALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President, .  I 
ask  the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate 
the  amendment  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  Senate  bill  602. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
602)  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965,  which  was,  to  strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  insert : 

Title  I — Appalachian  Regional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  Amendments  of  1967 
Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
Amendments  t  T  1967”. 

Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian 


Regional  Development  Act  of  1966  (herein¬ 
after  in  this  title  referred  to  as  "the  Act”) 
is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  "and”  at  the 
end  of  clause  (7):  (2)  by  striking  out  the 
semicolon  and  the  word  “and”  at  the  end  of 
clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
period:  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on 
June  30,  1967,  the  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the 
Federal  Government.  Thereafter,  such  ex¬ 
penses  shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  50  per  centum  by 
the  States  in  the  region,  except  that  the 
expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his 
alternate,  and  his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely 
by  the  Federal  Government.  The  share  to  be 
paid  by  each  State  shall  be  determined  by 
the  Commission.  The  Federal  Cochairman 
shall  not  participate  or  vote  in  such  deter¬ 
mination.  No  assistance  authorized  by  this 
Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any 
political  subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any 
.State,  nor  shall  the  State  member  of  the 
^Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  Commission  while  such 
State  is  delinquent  in  payment  of  its  share 
of  such  expenses. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
not  to  exceed  $1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to 
exceed  $400,000  of  such  authorization  shall 
be  available  for  the  expenses  of  the  Federal 
Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Un¬ 
expended  balances  of  appropriations  under 
the  authorization  in  this  section  prior  to 
amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall 
remain  available  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  as  amended,  until  expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the 
Act,  entitled  “administrative  powers  of  the 
commission”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  con¬ 
tracts,  leases  (including,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  the  lease  of  of¬ 
fice  space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than 
July  30,  1971),  cooperative  agreements,  or 
other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in 
carrying  out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms 
as  it  may  deem  appropriate,  with  any  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  (which  is  hereby  so  author¬ 
ized  to  the  extent  not  otherwise  prohibited 
by  law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political 
subdivision,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association, 
or  corporation.” 

Sec.  105.  Title  I  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“COMMISSION  EMPLOYEE  PROTECTIONS 

“Sec.  109.  Section  5334(a)  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  ‘For 
the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  an  individual 
employed  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  under  section  106(a)  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
or  by  a  regional  commission  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  502  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  un¬ 
der  section  506(2)  of  such  Act,  who  was  a 
Federal  employee  immediately  prior  to  such 
employment  by  a  commission  and  within  six 
months  after  separation  from  such  employ¬ 
ment  is  employed  in  a  position  to  which  thil 
subchapter  applies,  shall  be  treated  as  if 
transferred  from  a  position  in  the  executive 
branch  to  which  this  subchapter  does  not 
apply.’ .” 

Sec.  106.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 
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"APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM 

"Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway 
system  which.  In  conjunction  with  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid  high¬ 
ways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will  open 
up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental 
potential  where  commerce  and  communica¬ 
tion  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of  adequate 
access,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
(hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the 
‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  assist  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  an  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads  serv¬ 
ing  the  Appalachian  region.  The  provisions 
of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  that  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  high¬ 
ways,  and  which  the  Secretary  determines  are 
not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  apply, 
respectively,  to  the  development  highway  sys¬ 
tem  and  the  local  access  roads.  Construction 
on  the  development  highway  system  shall  not 
exceed  two  thousand  seven  hundred  miles. 
Construction  of  local  access  roads  shall  not 
exceed  one  thousand  two  hundred  miles  that 
will  serve  specific  recreational,  residential, 
educational,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other 
like  facilities  or  will  facilitate  a  school  con¬ 
solidation  program. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the 
Secretary  its  designations  of  (1)  the  general 
corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads  to  be 
constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  segments  of  the  development  high¬ 
ways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the  program 
authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State 
member  participates  in  or  votes  on  such  des¬ 
ignations,  he  shall  have  obtained  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  State  highway  department 
of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

“(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist 
in  any  construction  (including  right-of-way 
acquisition)  which  would  require  for  its 
completion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
(other  than  funds  available  under  title  23, 
United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  authorization  in  subsection  (g) .  On 
its  completion  each  development  highway 
not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  sys¬ 
tem  shall  be  added  to  such  system  and  each 
development  highway  and  local  access  road 
shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the 
State  as  provided  for  Federal-aid  highways  in 
title  23,  United  States  Code. 

"(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and 
roads  authorized  under  this  section,  the 
States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use 
of  materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the 
Appalachian  region. 

“(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and 
development  in  the  use  of  coal  and  coal 
products  in  highway  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  re¬ 
quire  each  participating  State,  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives 
in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this 
Act. 

"(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction 
project  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed 
50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  project, 
unless  the  Commission  determines  that  as¬ 
sistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  re¬ 
quired  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such  Federal 
assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such 
costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
President,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
$715,000,000  for  the  four-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1971. 

“(h)  ( 1 )  When  a  participating  State  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  construct  a  segment  of  a  develop¬ 
ment  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal 
funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and 
requirements  applicable  to  the  construction 
of  segments  of  Appalachian  development 
highways  with  such  funds,  except  insofar  as 


such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a 
State  to  the  construction  of  projects  for 
which  Federal  funds  have  previously  been 
appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  applica¬ 
tion  by  the  State  and  with  the  approval  of 
the  Commission,  is  authorized  to  pay  to  the 
State  the  Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70  per 
centum  of  the  costs  of  the  construction  of 
such  segment,  from  any  sums  appropriated 
and  allocated  to  such  State  to  carry  out 
this  section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  funds 
for  segments  of  development  highways  con¬ 
structed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall  not 
increase  the  limitation  on  construction  in 
subsection  (c) .” 

Sec.  107.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“DEMONSTRATION  health  projects 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the 
value  of  adequate  health  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  to  the  economic  development  of  the  re¬ 
gion,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make  grants  for 
the  planning,  construction,  equipment,  and 
operation  of  multicounty  demonstration 
'  health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional 
health  diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and 
other  facilities  and  services  necessary  to 
health.  Grants  for  such  construction  (in¬ 
cluding  the  acquisition  of  privately  owned 
facilities  not  operated  for  profit  and  initial 
equipment)  shall  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  applicable  provisions  of  title  VI  of 
the  Public  Health  Services  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
291-291o),  the  Mental  Retardation  Facilities 
and  Community  Mental  Health  Centers  Con¬ 
struction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat.  282),  and 
other  laws  authorizing  grants  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  health-related  facilities,  without 
regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating  to 
appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to 
allptments  among  the  States.  Grants  under 
this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  Act  and  shall  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  the  computation  of  the  al¬ 
lotments  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  any  component  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  may  be  provided  entirely  from  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  or  in  com¬ 
bination  with  funds  provided  under  other 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  con¬ 
struction  or  equipment  of  health-related 
facilities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of 
law  limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other 
programs,  funds  authorized  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal  grants 
for  component  facilities  of  a  demonstration 
health  project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per 
centum  of  the  costs  of  such  facilities. 

“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  108.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “land  stabilization,  con¬ 
servation,  and  erosion  control”,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“(i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  109.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  204  of 
the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section." 

Sec.  110.  (a)  Clause  (1)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  205  of  the  Act,  entitled  “mining 
area  restoration”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(1)  make  financial  contributions  to  States 
in  the  region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in  aban¬ 


September  19,  1967 

doned  coal  mines  and  abandoned  oil  and  gas 
wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabilitate  lands 
affected  by  the  strip  and  surface  mining  and 
processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals,  in¬ 
cluding  lands  affected  by  waste  piles,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.) ,  to  the  extent 
applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2(b) 
thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to  any  provi¬ 
sions  therein  limiting  assistance  to  anthra¬ 
cite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  be  made  wholly  out  of  funds 
specifically  appropriated  for  the  pin-poses  of 
carrying  out  this  Act.” 

(b)  Strike  out  clause  (3)  of  subsection 
(a)  of  section  205  of  the  Act. 

(c)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  205  of  the 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  For  the  fiscal  years  1966,  1967,  1968, 
and  1969,  notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Federal  share  of  mining 
area  restoration  projects,  including  reasbn- 
able  planning  and  engineering  costs,  carried 
out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 
conducted  on  lands  other  than  federally 
owned  lands  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum 
of  the  total  cost  thereof.  The  non-Federal 
share  of  the  total  cost  of  any  project  carried 
out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may 
include  reasonable  land  acquisition  costs  in¬ 
curred  in  acquiring  land  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  implementing  such  project,  if 
such  land  is  acquired  after  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  Amendments  of  1967.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d)  of 
section  205  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “Not  to  exceed  $30,000,000  of  the 
funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act 
for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 
1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  111.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “water  resource  survey",  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  112.  Part  A  of  title  n  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a 
new  section  as  follows: 

“assistance  for  planning  and  other  pre¬ 
liminary  expenses  of  proposed  housing 

PROJECTS  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE 

NATIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 

“Sec.  207.  (a),  In  order  to  encourage  and 
facilitate  the  construction  or  rehabilitation 
of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  families  and  individuals, 
the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred 
to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Hous¬ 
ing  Fund  established  by  this  section,  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  co¬ 
operative  organizations,  or  to  public  bodies, 
for  expenses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  for  a  housing  construction 
or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section  221  of 
the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in  this 
section  referred  to  as  ‘section  221’),  in  any 
area  of  the  Appalachian  region  determined 
by  the  Commission  to  have  significant 
potential  for  future  growth. 

“(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall 
exceed  80  per  centum  of  those  administrative 
expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  project  and 
obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section 
221,  which  the  Secretary  considers  not  to  be 
recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage 
insured  under  such  section:  Provided,  That 
no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  planning  a 
project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage 
under  section  221,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of 
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market  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering 
and  architectural  fees,  site  options.  Federal 
Housing  Administration  and  Federal  Na¬ 
tional  Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  con¬ 
struction  loan  fees  and  discounts.  Loans  may 
be  made  without  interest,  or  at  any  market 
or  below  market  interest  rate  authorized  for 
a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  any  loan  made  to  an  organiza¬ 
tion  established  for  profit  shall  bear  interest 
at  the  prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for 
a  mortgage  insured  under  such  section.  The 
Secretary  may,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan 
to  an  organization  established  for  profit, 
waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a 
loan  made  under  this  section,  including  in¬ 
terest,  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is  unable 
to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage 
Insured  under  section  221. 

“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be 
deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as 
the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be 
used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary  for 
carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  expenses 
of  administration  of  this  section  may  be 
charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund  not 
needed  for  current  operation  may  be  invested 
in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guaranteed  as 
to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United 
States. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  113.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211 
of  the  Act,  entitled  “vocational  education 
facilities”,  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  word  “needed”  in  the  first  sentence,  the 
following:  “and  for  the  equipment  of  such 
facilities  and  other  school  facilities”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $26,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  114.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  the 
Act,  entitled  “sewage  treatment  works”,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  115  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1954  (40  U.S.C.  461  (a)  )  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "and”  at  the  end  of  clause 
(8)  and  all  of  clause  (9)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  the 
Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section  403 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certi¬ 
fied  under  section  301  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  for  their  entire  areas, 
or  for  metropolitan  planning,  urban  plan¬ 
ning,  county  planning,  or  small  municipality 
planning,  within  such  areas  in  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  region,  and  for  planning  for  Appalach¬ 
ian  regionalprograms.” 

(b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of 
section  701  Qi)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “States”  the 
words  “and  local  development  districts”. 

Sec.  116.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amend¬ 
ed  to  read  as  follows : 

"supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid 
programs 

“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  peo¬ 
ple,  States,  and  local  communities  of  the* 
region,  including  local  development  districts,  ’ 
to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because 
of  their  economic  situation,  they  cannot  sup¬ 
ply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the 
Federal  Cochairman  to  be  used  for  the  sole 


purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  to  projects  under  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs,  as  hereafter  defined,  above  the 
fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such 
projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  ap¬ 
plicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided  for 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which 
funds  are  available  under  the  Acts  authoriz¬ 
ing  such  programs  and  shall  be  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authori¬ 
zation  ceilings  in  such  Acts.  Any  finding,  re¬ 
port,  certification,  or  documentation  required 
to  be  submitted  to  the  head  of  the  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  responsible  for  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  any  Federal  grant-in-aid  program 
shall  be  accepted  by  the  Federal  Cochairman 
with  respect  to  a  supplemental  grant  for  any 
project  under  such  program. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  the  Commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  those 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by 
this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment 
of  facilities,  and  all  other  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  authorized  on  or  before  August 
1,  1967,  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not 
limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized 
by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Education  Act 
of  1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal  Air¬ 
port  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education 
Facilities  Ast  of  1963;  Land  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  National  De¬ 
fense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall 
not  include  (A)  the  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  development  highway  sys¬ 
tem  authorized  by  section  201  of  this  Act 
or  any  other  program  relating  to  highway 
or  road  construction,  or  (B)  any  other  pro¬ 
gram  for  which  loans  or  other  Federal  finan¬ 
cial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other 
Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $71,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  221  of  the  Act,  entitled  “maintenance 
of  effort”,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “ex¬ 
clusive  of  Federal  funds,”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “exclusive  of  ex¬ 
penditures  for  participation  in  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways, 
and  exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Federal 
funds,”. 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “Highways” 
the  following:  “and  expenditures  of  local 
funds  and  Federal  funds”. 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  author¬ 
ized  under  any  section  of  this  title  shall  be 
implemented  until  (1)  applications  and 
plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project 
have  been  determined  by  the  responsible 
Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the 
provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal  laws 
which  he  administers  that  are  not  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Commission 
has  approved  such  program  or  project  and 
has  determined  that  it  meets  the  applicable 
criteria  under  section  224  and  will  contribute 
to  the  development  of  the  region,  which  de¬ 
termination  shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
224  of  the  Act,  entitled  “program  develop¬ 
ment  criteria”,  is  amended  (1)  b  striking 
out  “In  developing  recommendations  on  the” 


and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  “In  consider¬ 
ing”;  and  (2)  by  striking  out  “within  those 
recommendations”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  clause  (1)  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “(1) 
to  assist  establishments  relocating  from  one 
area  to  another;”. 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled 
"grants  for  administrative  expenses  of  lo¬ 
cal  development  districts  and  for  research 
and  demonstration  projects”,  is  amended 
by  (1)  striking  out  subsections  (a)  through 
(c);  (2)  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as 

subsection  (e) ;  and  (3)  inserting  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsections  (a)  through  (d)  : 

“(a)  The  President  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission 
for  administrative  expenses,  including  tech¬ 
nical  services,  of  local  development  districts, 
but  (A)  the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall 
not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses, 
(B)  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses 
shall  be  made  for  a  local  development  dis¬ 
trict  for  a  period  in  excess  of  three  years  be¬ 
ginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made 
for  such  development  district,  and  (C)  the 
local  development  district  contributions  for 
administrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash 
or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including  but 
not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services; 
and 

“(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission 
for  investigation,  research,  studies,  technical 
assistance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and 
for  training  programs,  but  not  for  construc¬ 
tion  purposes,  which  will  further  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to 
make  a  survey  and  study  of  acid  pollution  in 
the  region  resulting  from  mining  activities 
and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  in  full 
cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State, 
and  local  departments  and  agencies,  with 
the  objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive 
action  program  for  the  appropriate  control, 
reduction,  or  elimination  of  such  pollution 
in  the  region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution, 
the  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  a  report,  including  specific  recommen¬ 
dations  for  such  program  and  for  the  pol¬ 
icies  under  which  it  should  be  conducted, 
and  the  President  shall  submit  the  report 
to  the  Congress,  together  with  his  recom¬ 
mendations,  not  later  than  March  31,  1969. 
The  study  shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  region  and  their  type,  area,  own¬ 
ership,  and  other  characteristics;  the  relative 
contribution  of  each  source;  and  the  impact 
of  each  source  on  water  quality  in  the 
streams  affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water¬ 
using  and  other  activities  which  are  affected 
by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  or  orig¬ 
inating  in  the  region,  and  the  economic  and 
social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to  such 
pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs 
for  the  control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine 
pollution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  bene¬ 
fits,  public  and  private,  that  are  likely  to  re¬ 
sult  from  reducing  to  various  levels  acid 
mine  pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region 
and  identify  the  types  of  beneficiaries  and 
the  relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to 
such  beneficiaries. 

“(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of 
Federal,  State,  and  private  interests  in  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimina¬ 
tion  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and 
the  relative  costs  which  each  should  bear,  in¬ 
cluding  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to 
which  private  interests  can  bear  the  cost 
of  such  programs  within  the  economics  of 
mining  activity,  (B)  the  effectiveness  of  past 
action  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of 
government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the 
adverse  effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (C) 
relationships  which  might  be  established 
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among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  and  with  private  interests,  for  im¬ 
plementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and 
(D)  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal  and 
State  legislation,  including  adequate  enforce¬ 
ment  provisions,  for  such  programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appro¬ 
priate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of 
acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  includ¬ 
ing  the  identification  of  specific  objectives 
and  costs,  with  due  consideration  to:  (A) 
the  developmental  effects  of  the  program, 
(B)  the  economic  benefits  of  the  program 
in  relation  to  costs,  (C)  the  social  effects  of 
the  program,  (D)  the  avoidance  of  unwar¬ 
ranted  financial  gain  to  private  interests, 
and  (E)  the  types  and  sources  of  aid  re¬ 
quired  to  accomplish  the  program. 

“(c)  (!)  The  Commission  shall,  as  re¬ 
quired  by  the  President,  maintain  accurate 
and  complete  records  of  transactions  and 
activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and 
report  thereon  to  the  President.  The  records 
of  the  Commission  shall  be  available  for 
audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the 
President  and  the  Comptroller  General  or 
their  duly  authorized  representatives. 

“(2)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall, 
as  required  by  the  Commission,  maintain 
accurate  and  complete  records  of  transac¬ 
tions  and  activities  financed  with  Federal 
funds  and  report  thereon  to  the  Commission. 
Such  records  shall  be  available  for  audit 
by  the  President,  the  Comptroller  General, 
and  the  Commission  or  their  duly  author¬ 
ized  representatives. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  the 
funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act 
for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June 
30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.  Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such 
authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  subsection  (b).” 

Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“project  approval 

“Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for 
any  other  assistance  for  a  program  or  project 
under  this  Act  shall  be  made  through  the 
State  member  of  the  Commission  represent¬ 
ing  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member 
shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval. 
Only  applications  for  programs  and  projects 
which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  un¬ 
der  the  Act  shall  be  approved  for  assistance. 
No  project  shall  be  approved  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  unless  the  Commission  is  satisfied 
that  the  project  will  be  properly  adminis¬ 
tered,  operated,  and  maintained.” 

Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:. 

“authorization  of  appropriations 

“Sec.  401.  In  addition  to  the  appropria¬ 
tions  authorized  in  section  105  and  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  for  the  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  tb  be  appropriated  to 
the  President,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
not  to  exceed  $170,000,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry 
out  this  Act.” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “DEFINITION  OF  APPALACHIAN  REGION”, 

is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  counties  in  Alabama  after  "Jefferson,” 
the  following:  “Lamar,”  and  after  “Morgan,” 
the  following:  “Pickens,”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating 
to  the  counties  in  Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn, 
Benton,  Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Ita¬ 
wamba,  Kemper,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Marshall, 
Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc, 
Prentiss,  Tippah,  Tishomingo,  Union,  Web¬ 
ster,  and  Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chautauqua,  Che¬ 
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mung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Ot¬ 
sego,  Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga, 
and  Tompkins;”;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  counties  in  Tennessee  after  “Campbell” 
the  following:  “Cannon,”. 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  the  colon  following  “West  Vir¬ 
ginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period, 
and  by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder  of 
such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in 
the  definition  of  the  Appalachian  region  as 
set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or 
considered  by  the  Commission  without  a 
prior  resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  directing  a  study  of  such 
change.” 

Title  II — Amendments  to  the  Public  Works 

and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  503  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking  the  semi¬ 
colon  after  clause  (2),  inserting  a  comma, 
and  the  following:  “including  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  comprehensive  long-range  eco¬ 
nomic  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary;”. 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  subsec¬ 
tion  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated 
by  the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commis¬ 
sion  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  203.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  redesignating  such  section  as 
section  510  and  by  inserting  after  section 
508  the  following  new  section  509: 

"supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid 

PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States 
and  other  entities  within  economic  develop¬ 
ment  regions  established  under  this  Act  to 
take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  be¬ 
cause  of  their  economic  situation,  they  can¬ 
not  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized,  once  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  long-range  economic  plan  established 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  section  503(a)  of 
this  Act  is  in  effect,  and  pursuant  to  specific 
recommendations,  approved  by  him,  of  the 
regional  commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter 
established  under  this  title  and  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  appropriate  Federal  officials, 
to  allocate  funds  appropriated  to  carry  out 
this  section  to  the  heads  of  the  departments, 
agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  responsible  for  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams,  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  projects 
under  such  programs  above  the  fixed  maxi¬ 
mum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects 
otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable  law. 
No  program  or  project  authorized  under  this 
section  shall  be  implemented  until  (1)  ap¬ 
plications  and  plans  relating  to  the  program 
or  project  have  been  determined  by  the  re¬ 
sponsible  Federal  official  to  be  compatible 
with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of  Federal 
laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Region¬ 
al  Commission  involved  has  approved  such 
program  or  project  and  has  determined  that 
it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under  section 
504  and  will  contribute  to  the  development  of 
the  region,  which  determination  shall  be 
controlling.  Funds  may  be  provided  only  for 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which 
funds  are  available  under  the  Act  authoriz¬ 
ing  such  programs.  Funds  so  provided  shall 
be  available  without  regard  to  any  appro¬ 
priation  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 


shall  not  be  Increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  each  commission, 
and  shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  all  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  in  existence  on  or 
before  August  1,  1967,  assisting  in  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  land  or  the  construction  or  equip¬ 
ment  of  facilities,  including  but  not  limited 
to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  title 
I  of  this  Act  and  by  the  following  Acts: 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act; 
title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act; 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library 
Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of 
title  III  of  the  Communication  Act  of  1934; 
Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965; 
and  National  Defense  Education  Act  of  1958. 
The  term  shall  not  include  any  program  in 
which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants 
under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out 
of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  and 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  com¬ 
putation  of  allocations  among  the  States 
made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of 
law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary  for  use  in  each 
of  the  regions  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of  $10,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969. 

“(e)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  through  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  representing 
such  applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall 
evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only 
applications  for  programs  and  projects  which 
are  approved  by  a  State  member  as  meeting 
the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this 
section  shall  be  approved  for  assistance.” 

Sec.  204.  The  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  of  title  VI  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  section: 

“administration,  operation,  and 

MAINTENANCE 

“Sec.  604.  No  Federal  assistance  shall  be 
approved  under  this  Act  unless  the  responsi¬ 
ble  Federal  official  is  satisfied  that  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  which  Federal  assistance  is  granted 
will  be  properly  and  efficiently  administered, 
operated,  and  maintained.” 

And,  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read ; 
“An  act  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  and  to  amend  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965.” 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
House  amendment  to  Senate  bill  602, 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act,  and  request  a  conference  with  the 
House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  thereon, 
and  that  the  Chair  appoint  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph,  Mr.  Muskie,  Mr.  Tydings,  Mr. 
Spong,  Mr.  Cooper,  Mr.  Jordan  of  Idaho, 
and  Mr.  Baker  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 


INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1968 

The  Senate  resumed-tlm  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  9960)  m&kiQg  appro¬ 
priations  for  sundry  independenEtwc^cu- 
tive  bureaus,  boards,  commissions,  c3t». 
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in  the  committee  bill  as  section  12,  and, 
briefly  it  works  to  funnel  Federal  funds 
directly,  to  those  hospitals  which,  ac- 
cordingXto  specified  standards  written 
into  the  Pill,  are  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  to  be  \ritically  overcrowded  and 
unable  to  provide  adequate  service. 

The  important  thing  about  the  Part¬ 
nership  for  Health  bill,  in  my  estima¬ 
tion,  is  that  it  cames  out  a  philosophy 
we  have  been  workihg  toward  since  the 
enactment  of  publicshealth  laws  back 
in  1936.  Without  question,  the  main 
thrust  of  the  partnershiprtor  health  bill, 
as  originally  introduced,  was  to  consoli¬ 
date  many  existing  categories  of  grants, 
and  allow  the  States  greater,  flexibility 
and  autonomy  in  incorporating  Federal 
assistance  into  their  own  overall  health 
programs.  I  believe  this  is  a  commend¬ 
able  goal.  It  shows  that  the  healtmpro- 
gram  has  matured  to  the  point  that\he 
States  can  initiate  individual  effor 
utilizing  Federal  assistance  withou: 
overriding  Federal  control. 

Part  and  parcel  of  the  theory  of  au¬ 
tonomy  in  planning  and  action  is  that 
States  must  be  able  to  exercise  an  ef¬ 
fective  control  over  the  health  programs 
within  their  area.  If  they  are  to  provide 
a  good  public  health  program,  they  can¬ 
not  have  numerous  uncontrolled  public 
health  programs  flying  about.  Fragmen¬ 
tation  of  health  planning  and  construc¬ 
tion  is  what  we  are  fighting  at  every 
turn,  and  whether  we  speak  of  the  pri¬ 
vate  or  public  sector  of  health,  there  is 
no  denying  that  control  and  guidance  is 
essential.  There  is  no  reasonably  way  a 
public  health  program  can  effectively 
supplement  the  private  health  sector 
without  consolidation  of  public  programs 
on  the  one  hand,  and  coordination  of 
State  agencies  with  the  private  sector 
on  the  other. 

Only  last  week,  the  House  passed  a  bill 
perpetuating  a  fragmented  program.  The 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
provided  $28  million  over  and  above  the 
$41  million  already  approved  for  demon¬ 
stration  health  projects.  If  there  is  such 
a  pressing  need  for  new  health  facilities 
and  services  in  the  Appalachian  area, 
why  not  channel  these  funds  through  the 
existing  Hill-Burton  agencies  to  assure;, 
that  their  application  is  consistent  with 
what  is  going  on  in  the  rest  of  the  State? 

The  Hospital  Emergency  Assistance 
Act  sets  standards  that  are  applied  en¬ 
tirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
There  is  an  incidental  provision  that 
applications  for  emergency  assistance 
will  be  “coordinated"  with  existing  health 
services  available  to  the  community,  but 
this  amounts  to  little  more  than  a  noti¬ 
fication  to  the  State  agency  of  a  project 
already  set  for  implementation.  In  by¬ 
passing  the  priorities  procedures  that 
have  worked  so  well  under  the  Hill-Bur-* 
ton  State  agencies,  section  12  is  a  step 
back  rather  than  forward. 

A  Presidential  Commission  is  studying 
the  changes  needed  when  Hill-Burtori 
related  programs  come  up  for  review 
next  year.  Emergency  assistance  of  the 
type  qovered  in  section  12  is  one  of  the 
under  consideration  by  the 
Commission.  I  believe  that  before  we  take 
step  which  could  do  harm  to  the  Hill- 


Burton  program,  and  set  a  precedent  for 
further  splitting  off  of  assistance  pro¬ 
grams,  we  should  study  the  problem  more 
carefully. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  neces¬ 
sary  number  of  words. 

I  rise  in  sunpport  of  the  Springer 
amendment.  I  cannot  agree  with  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  section  12  in  this  otherwise 
commendable  legislation. 

This  section  was  not  included  in  the 
original  bill.  It  was  not  the  subject  of 
complete  and  full  hearings.  It  was  not 
requested  by  administration  witnesses. 

This  is  an  amendment  to  the  Hill- 
Burton  program  for  construction  and 
modernization  of  hospitals,  a  program 
which  has  operated  successfully  for  over 
20  years.  Hill-Burton  program  comes  up 
for  review  and  renewal  early  next  year. 
Then  is  the  time  to  go  into  questions  of 
additional  funds  for  hospital  construc¬ 
tion. 

Under  Hill-Burton,  funds  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  new  hospitals  and  modernization 
old  hospitals,  are  provided  by  formula 
td\the  individual  States.  At  the  State 
level,  the  plans  for  implementing  the 
program  are  made,  here  is  where  the  pri- 
oritiesare  set.  / 

I  canNspeak  from  some  experience  in 
having  s&i  the  program  operate  in  my 
State  of  North  Carolina.  In  Noi;th  Caro¬ 
lina,  the  Medical  Care  Commission  has 
the  responsibility  of  submitting  state¬ 
wide  plans  ana\setting  priorities.  This 
commission  has  done  a  good  job.  It  has 
been  alert  to  the\health  needs  of  the 
State. 

However,  under  see'tion  12,  the  North 
Carolina  Medical  C&re\Commission  will 
be  completely  bypassedNin  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds.  The  secretary  would  make 
grants  directly  to  individual  hospitals 
and  communities.  Where  areNthe  guide¬ 
lines?  How  will  the  Secretary  decide 
where  to  allocate  the  funds?  fix  should 
be  clear  that  we  are  in  danger  of  setting 
up  a  pew  program  under  Hill-Burton 
which  would  be  complicated  to  admin¬ 
ister,  and  open  to  “political  log-rolling/’ 
In  fact,  with  a  new  and  untried  pro¬ 
gram  of  this  sort,  Members  of  Congress  ’ 
/would  be  under  considerable  pressure 
from  back  at  home  to  obtain  a  portion 
of  these  funds.  Let  us  not  set  up  a  pro#- 
gram  that  could  create  confusion  within 
a  successful  program,  and  where  politi¬ 
cal  manipulation  could  be  possible. 

I  agree  with  the  remarks  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Springer],  Keep 
in  mind,  that  these  funds  were  not  re¬ 
quested  by  the  administration  and  are 
not  in  the  Federal  budget.  Next  year 
will  be  the  time  to  go  into  this  program 
in  greater  detail. 

Mr.  LENNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  LENNON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  my  friend,  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  for  his 
support  of  this  amendment.  He  and  I 
both  know  that  in  1947  the  General  As¬ 
sembly  of  North  Carolina  passed  an  act 
implementing  the  passage  of  the  Hill- 
Burton  Act  in  1946,  creating  the  North 
Carolina  Medical  Care  Commission. 


ina./ 


Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina. 
That  is  correct.  / 

Mr.  LENNON.  Under  this  proposal, 
under  section  12,  we  would  for  all  prac- 
tical  purposes  bypass  the  State  planning 
organizations  that  were  created,  by  the 
legislatures  of  the  several  Stakes.  Irre¬ 
spective  of  what  may  be  salcl  by  our 
friends  from  the  large  urban  cities, 
those  States  have  comparable  medical 
care  commissions  or  State  planning 
bodies,  and  the  applications  should 
properly  go  through  those  State  plan¬ 
ning  bodies  in  ordey  that  we  can  move 
forward  under  a  very  splendid  program. 

It  is  my  urgent  hope  that  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  will  support — and  I 
concede  to  my  friend  from  the  urban 
area  of  Chicago  that  there  is  need,  and 
if  this  legislation  could  be  drawn  so  that 
under  section  12  these  applications  both 
for  construction  grants,  and  for  planning 
for  construction,  and  for  staff  and 
nurses,  as  well  as  general  deficits,  could 
go  through  the  State  planning  bodies,  we 
would  see  it  a  little  bit  differently,  but 
it  does  not  go  through  the  State  plan¬ 
ning  bodies  or  boards. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleague  from  North 
Carolina  has  stated  the  case  correctly 
for  North  Carolina,  where,  of  course,  I 
have  had  the  most  experience  with  this 
program.  The  medical  care  commission 
has  the  responsibility  for  planning,  and 
it  is  alert  to  the  needs.  It  has  done  a  good 
job. 

I  think  this  amendment  is  in  order  so 
that  we  can  continue  a  program  that  has 
accomplished  a  good  purpose  and  which 
should  be  continued. 

Mr.  WATSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  I  shall  not  take 
the  5  minutes. 

Aside  from  the  points  that  I  think  are 
very  valid,  that  this  section  12  bypasses 
the  normal  processes  in  the  State,  I  have 
been  sitting  here  just  asking  myself  the 
question:  Have  we  totally  lost  our  minds? 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  is  say¬ 
ing  here  that  150,000  people  will  go  with¬ 
out  medical  help  or  proper  care  if  the 
^deral  Government  does  nothing  about 
it.  IIow  foolish  can  we  be? 

Magical  care  is  not  our  responsibility 
alone.VI  applaud  the  Hill-Burton  pro¬ 
gram.  Lf  Members  are  so  concerned 
about  folks  in  their  district  not  getting 
adequate  medical  care,  why  do  they  not 
do  what  we  'just  did  in  Richland  County, 
S.C.,  where  the  folks  are  the  poorest — 
or,  thanks  to  NVfississippi — next  to  the 
poorest?  Just  a  month  ago  our  people  de¬ 
cided  we  did  not  nave  adequate  medical 
care,  and  we  voted\pon  ourselves  a  $24 
million  bond  issue. 

What  is  wrong  witfh  us?  We  do  not 
want  to  tell  the  American  people  and 
other  folks  that  unless  we\pass  this  sec¬ 
tion  12,  with  $58  million — $^0  million  in 
grants  and  $18  million  for  loans — peo¬ 
ple  are  not  going  to  have  adequate  care. 
How  ridiculous  can  we  be? 

We  have  an  orderly  prograriv  The 
President  has  not  requested  this. 

Although  they  say  it  is  a  single  &hot 
proposition,  we  can  rest  assured  th\t 
they  will  have  10  times  as  many  appIPv 
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cations  the  first  year  as  funds  available 
to\are  for  them.  They  will  never  be  able 
to  Stop,  because  if  we  give  emergency 
help  V  New  York  we  will  have  to  give  it 
to  California  and  to  Illinois,  and  we  will 
have  to  give  a  little  bit  down  South. 

I  say  toyny  friends,  consider  the  tax¬ 
payers. 

If  Memberk  have  such  a  drastic  prob¬ 
lem  in  their  areas,  what  about  asking  the 
people  to  do  soniething  about  it,  as  we 
just  did  in  Richland  County,  S.C.? 

Frankly,  gentlemfcn,  we  not  only  have 
compassion  for  thostWwho  need  medical 
help,  but  we  are  willin|\to  put  our  money 
where  our  mouths  are  arid  not  run  up  to 
Washington  and  try  to  get  the  Federal 
Government  to  take  care  ox\our  problem. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do\iow  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  ros&j  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Brooks,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, \ 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  6418)  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  extend  and  expand  the 
authorizations  for  grants  for  compre¬ 
hensive  health  planning  and  services,  to 
broaden  and  improve  the  authorization 
for  research  and  demonstrations  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  delivery  of  health  services,  to 
improve  the  performance  of  clinical 
laboratories,  and  to  authorize  coopera¬ 
tive,  activities  between  the  Public  Health 
Service  hospitals  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  purposes,  had  come  to 
no  resolution  thereon. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  EILBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call.No.  244  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting. 
I  was  present  and  voted  “yea.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S.  953, 
AMENDMENT  OF  FOOD  STAMP 
ACT  OF  1964 

Mr.  POAGE  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (S.  953)  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  author¬ 
izing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  649) 
.The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis-/ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  tf 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  953) 
to  amend  the  Pood  Stamp  Act  of  1964  ioythe 
purposh  of  authorizing  appropriations  for 
fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the  fisc/U  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  been  ^unable  to 
agree. 


Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
considered,  and  on  the  Reuss  amendment 
and  on  the  Springer  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  12. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
S.  602,  TO  REVISE  AND  EXTEND 
THE  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965,  AND 
TO  AMEND  TITLE  V  OF  THE 
PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  602)  to 
revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to 
amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965, 
with  House  amendments  thereto,  insist 
upon  the  House  amendments,  and  agree 
to  the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Fallon,  Jones  of  Alabama,  Wright, 
Edmondson,  Cramer,  Schwengel,  and 
Cleveland. 


7.  R.  POAGE, 

C.  Gathings 
Frank  A.  Stubblefield, 
PagBvBelchs 
Chardes  Teague, 

Managers  on  tibePart  of  the  House. 
Allen  JaEllender, 

SPESsjfftD  Holland, 
Herman  E.  NTalmadge, 

Joseph  M.  Montoya, 

/alter  F.  Mondale, 

jEORGE  D.  AlKEP 

'Milton  R.  Youn6 
J.  Caleb  Boggs, 

Maiy&gers  on  the  Part  of  the  'Spnate. 
Statement 

Thof managers  on  the  part  of  the  HAaise 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  voV 
of  /the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  til' 
use  to  the  bill  (S.  953)  to  amend  the  Food' 
•tamp  Act  of  1964  for  the  purpose  of  author 

t"  izing  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
report  that  the  conferees  have  been  unable 
to  agree. 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Frank  A.  Stubblefield, 

Page  Belcher, 

Charles  M.  Teague. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S.  953) 
to  amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964 
for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  years  subsequent  to  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  conference  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  conference  report. 
(For  conference  report,  see  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  House  of  today.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  lays  before 
the  House  the  Senate  amendments  to  the 
House  amendment  to  S.  953,  which  the 
Clerk  will  read. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
serted  by  the  House  engrossed  amendrjjfent 
insert : 

“That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  16  of  the  Food  Stamp  hey  of  1964 
Is  amended  by  Inserting  after  ‘June'30,  1967;’ 
the  following:  ‘not  in  excess  of  *200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  /SO,  1968;  not 
In  excess  of  $225,000,000  for  Jt ne  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969;’ 

“Sec.  2.  Section  16(a)  of/such  Act  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  Inserting'  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following:  ‘This  Act  shall  be  carried 
out  only  with  funds  appropriated  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury  for  that  spec¬ 
ific  purpose  and  in  Ao  event  shall  it  be  car¬ 
ried  out  with  fiylds  derived  from  perma¬ 
nent  appropriatio 

motion/offered  BY  MR.  POAGE 

Mr.  POA^ffi.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a  mo¬ 
tion. 

The  Cj€rk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Poage  moves  that  the  House  recede 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  the 
House  amendment  to  S.  953. 

Ir.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  op¬ 
posed  the  extension  of  this  bill  for  a  long¬ 
er  period  than  1  year,  but  it  seems  quite 
obvious  that  if  we  are  to  have  a  food 
stamp  bill — and  I  want  a  food  stamp 
bill — we  are  going  to  have  to  accept  some 
kind  of  a  compromise.  This  is  a  compro¬ 
mise  between  the  3 -year  and  the  1-year 
versions.  I  think  that  a  properly  admin¬ 
istered  food  stamp  program  is  the  best 
and  cheapest  program  of  its  kind.  For 
that  reason  I  feel  it  is  desirable  that  we 
proceed  to  accept  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  at  this  time. 

I  felt,  and  still  feel,  that  a  1-year  ex¬ 
tension  was  the  better  course.  This  House 
voted  for  a  1-year  bill.  I  felt  that  your 
conferees  were  obligated  to  insist  on  this 
provision  inasmuch  as  the  House  had  by 
separate  vote  recorded  its  wish.  As  a  con¬ 
feree  it  is  my  purpose  to  reflect  the  ex¬ 
pressed  will  of  the  House.  I  think  that 
my  colleagues  on  the  conference  agreed 
with  this  thinking.  For  this  reason  we 
refused  to  accept  an  agreement  on  other 
terms. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  felt  that  if  this 
House  now  wants  to  reverse  its  position 
it  has  a  perfect  right  to  do  so.  Our  action 
gis  intended  to  allow  the  House  to  reverse 
action  if  this  is  its  desire.  I  feel  that 
you  have  that  right.  As  your  agent  I  did 
norhave  it. 

Tlife motion  I  have  made  gives  you  the 
opport'tmity  to  decide  for  yourselves.  I  be¬ 
lieve  th^is  fair  to  all.  I  am  for  the  food 
stamp  program,  so  I  shall  vote  “aye.” 

Before  I  complete  my  statement  I  want 
to  express  rov  appreciation  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Belcher], 
Although  he  dol»s  not  agree  with  me  as 
to  the  desirabilitjNof  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram,  he  has  cooperated  to  bring  this 
matter  to  a  vote.  LetNme  also  express  my 
appreciation  to  the  lady  from  Missouri 
[Mrs.  Sullivan],  who  ha«  worked  so  hard 
for  the  program.  I  have ^disagreed  with 
her  methods,  but  never  hekmotives. 

I  yield  now  30  minutes  tcNthe  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Beecher], 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  SpeakerkI  have 
always  opposed  the  food  stamp  pfSm  and 
opposed  it  here  when  it  passed  the  House. 
The  House  did  not  agree  with  me.  They 
passed  the  bill  for  a  1-year  extensio 
The  Senate  passed  a  3-year  extension. 
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NS  PORT  AT  ION.  The  Commerce  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not  actual! 
ort)  S.  1314,  to  broaden  the  definition  of  the  term  "bulk  commodities" 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act.  p.  D853 

HOUSE 


12.  APPALACHIA.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend  the 

Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  (H.  Rept.  706).  pp.  H12489-93 

13.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H„  R.  11722, /the  military 

construction  authorization  bill  (p.  H12439) .  Senate  conferee/Xave  been 
appointed.  This\bill  includes  authorization  of  appropriatio/s  for  payment  on 
the  debt  to  CCC  for  foreign  currencies  used  in  prior  years /by  the  Defense 
Department  for  foreign  military  family  housing. 

14.  ESKILDSEN.  Reps.  Poagdxand  Dole  expressed  deep  regret  /ver  the  untimely  death 

of  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  Eskildsen  and  praised  bis  outstanding  contribu¬ 
tions  to  agricultural  affairs,  pp.  H12440-1 

.5.  WORLD  HUNGER.  Rep.  Adair  corrsnended  and  inserted  former  Vice  President  Nixon’s 
speech  before  the  National  Convocation  pn  Woricp  Hunger,  pp.  H12493-5 

16.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Button  inserted  a  'transcript  of  an  interview  with  Gov.  Rockefeller 

and  Whitney  Young,  a  National  Urban  League/executive,  in  which  the  Governor 
praised  the  poverty  program,  pp.  &1250 1/ 

Rep.  Clark  inserted  an  article,  "How/Community  Action  Program  Works,"  pp, 
H12532-3 

17.  ECONOMY.  Rep,  Curtis  discussed  the /,ropoked  tax  increase  and  inserted  a  speech 

he  made  on  the  "Current  Economic  Trends . in\America„"  pp.  H12504-5 

Rep.  Whalen  inserted  the  testimony  of  anXeconomics  professor  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  tax  increase  in  which  he /summarized  "capital  market  considerations,  and 
the  threat  of  even  more  inflation  than  we  new  have,  clearly  require  strict 
limits  on  federal  spending  /id,  unhappily,  aleo\n  increase  in  taxes,  pp, 
H12510-12 

Rep.  Laird  inserted  th4  remarks  of  Rep.  Byrnes  Defore  the  American  Bankers 
Association  on  the  proposed  tax  increase  and  stated  \the  country  is  in  a  dan¬ 
gerous  fiscal  mess."  /pp.  H12519-5 

18.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Ret/  Bow  stated  that  it  is  his  intention\when  the  continuing 

resolution  is  considered  today,  Sept.  27,  "to  have  in  that\continuing  resolu¬ 
tion  an  expenditure  limitation  limiting  the  expenditures  fo\  the  fiscal  year 
1968  to  $131  billion."  pp.  H12521-24 

19.  OPINION  POLL/  Reps.  Dwyer  and  Quillen  inserted  the  results  of  questionnaires 
including  /terns  of  interest  to  this  Department,  pp.  H12508-9,  H12510 


20.  COUNTY 
Natior 


SNTS.  Rep.  Purcell  inserted  Secretary  Freeman's  speech  before  the 
il  Association  of  County  Agricultural  Agents  in  Omaha,  pp.  H12508-40 


21.  RECREATION,  Rep.  Kastenmeier  spoke  in  support  of  the  designation  of  the 
Inlands  area  as  a  national  lalceshore.  pp.  H12542-3 
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.  FARM  BUREAU.  Rep.  Resnick  stated  that  in  his  investigation  of  the  "vast  commer¬ 
cial  activities  of  the  tax-exempt  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation"  he  has  dis¬ 
covered  that  "worthless  certificates. . .have  been  issued  in  lieu  of  cash  by  the 
Nation's  cooperatives  to  their  patrons,  most  of  whom  are  farmers."  pp.  H12545- 
6 

23.  RESEARCH.  Rep.  Tunney  stated  the  proposed  Fire  Research  and  Safety  Act  "will 

mean  much  better  fire  protection  for  both  urban  and  rural  America,  pp.  H12549- 
50 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

24.  TAXATION.  Reps.  Ullman  and  Nedzi  inserted  economist  Paul  W.  McCracken's  testi¬ 

mony  in  support  of  the  President's  tax  proposal,  pp.  A4791-4 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Rumsfeld  stating  that  "low-priority  Federal 
programs  can  and  should  be  reduced",  and  inserting  an  article,  "Tax  Arguments 
That  Work  Both  Ways."  p.  A4799 

Rep.  Fraser  inserted  Walter  W.  Heller's  comments  recommending  a  tax  in¬ 
crease.  pp.  A4801-3 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

25.  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  H.  R.  13128  by  Rep.  Meeds  and  H.  R.  13136  by  Rep.  Leggett,  to 

provide  for  orderly  trade  in  textile  articles;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

26.  LANDS.  S.  2466  by  Sen.  Tydings,  to  amend  section  704  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 

Development  Act  of  1965;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee.  Remarks  of  author 
pp.  S13595-7 

27.  RECREATION.  H.  R.  13124  by  Rep.  Kactenmeier  and  others,  to  provide  for  the 

establishment  of  the  Apostle  Islands  National  Lakeshore  in  the  State  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

28.  TAXATION.  H.  R.  13127  by  Rep.  Lipscomb,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a 

Commission  on  Federal  Taxation;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

29.  DAIRY  IMPORTS.  H.  R.  13130  by  Rep,  Perkins,  to  regulate  imports  of  milk  and 

dairy  products;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

30.  CIGARETTES.  H.  R.  13133  by  Rep.  Corman,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 

1954  to  tax  cigarettes  on  the  basis  of  their  tar  and  nicotine  content;  to  Ways 
and  Means  Committee. 

31.  MINK  IMPORTS.  H.  R.  13142  by  Rep.  Vigorito,  to  amend  the  tariff  schedules  of 

the  United  States  with  respect  to  the  rate  of  duty  on  whole  skins  of  mink, 
whether  or  not  dressed;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

32.  FLOOD  INSURANCE.  H.  R.  13146  by  Rep.  Hammerschmidt ,  to  amend  the  Federal  Flood 

Insurance  Act  of  1956,  to  provide  for  a  national  program  of  flood  insurance; 
to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee. 

33.  FISH  IMPORTS.  H.  R.  13149  by  Rep.  Sandman,  to  amend  the  tariff  schedules  of  the 

United  States  to  provide  that  the  amount  of  groundfish  imported  into  the  United 
States  shall  not  exceed  the  average  annual  amount  thereof  imported  during  1963 
and  1964;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 
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APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 


September  26,  1967. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Fallon,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  602] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise 
and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  House  to  the  text  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

TITLE  I— APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “  Appalachian  Regional  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  Amendments  oj  1967”. 

Sec.  102.  Section  102  oj  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
oj  1965  ( hereinajter  in  this  title  rejerred  to  as  “the  Act”)  is  amended  ( 1 ) 
by  inserting  “and”  at  the  end  oj  clause  (7);  (2)  by  striking  out  the  semi¬ 
colon  and  the  word  “and”  at  the  end  oj  clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereoj  a  period;  and  ( 8 )  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  oj  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  jollows: 

“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30,  1967 ,  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  oj  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
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merit.  Thereafter,  such  expenses  shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States  in  the  region,  except  that  the 
expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff  shall  be 
paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  share  to  be  paid  by  each  State 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Commission.  The  Federal  Cochairman  shall  not 
participate  or  vote  in  such  determination.  No  assistance  authorized  by  this 
Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  State  or  to  any  political  subdivision  or  any 
resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  par¬ 
ticipate  or  vote  in  any  determination  by  the  Commission  while  such  State 
is  delinquent  in  payment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

“  (b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended,  not  to  exceed 
$1 ,700,000  for  the  two -fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to 
exceed  $100,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  expenses  of 
the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Unexpended  balances 
of  appropriations  under  the  authorization  in  this  section  prior  to  amend¬ 
ment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967 
shall  remain  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  as  amended,  until 
expended.”  X 

Sec.  101/..  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the  Act,  entitled11  admin istr a-  I 
tive  powers  of  the  commission”  ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases  ( including , 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  lease  of  office  space 
for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than  June  30,  1971),  cooperative 
agreements,  or  other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying 
out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate,  with 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  United  States 
( which  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the  extent  not  otherwise  prohibited 
by  law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision,  agency,  or 
instrumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation.” 

Sec.  105.  Title  I  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 
a  new  section  as  follows: 

“commission  employee  protections 

“Sec.  109.  Section  5334(a)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  ‘For  the  purpose 
of  this  subsection,  an  individual  employed  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  . 
Commission  under  section  106 {a)  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Develop -  { 
ment  Act  of  1965,  or  by  a  regional  commission  established  pursuant  to 
section  502  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965, 
under  section  506(2)  of  such  Act,  who  was  a  Federal  employee  immediately 
prior  to  such  employment  by  a  commission  and  within  six  months  after 
separation  from  such  employment  is  employed  in  a  position  to  which  this 
subchapter  applies,  shall  be  treated  as  if  transferred  from  a  position  in  the 
executive  branch  to  which  this  subchapter  does  not  apply.’ .” 

Sec.  106.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system  which,  in 
conjunction  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid  highways  in 
the  Appalachian  region  ,  will  open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  develop¬ 
mental  potential  where  commerce  and  communication  have  been  inhibited 
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by  lack  oj  adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  ( hereafter 
in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  assist  in  the 
construction  of  an  Appalachian  development  highway  system  and  local 
access  roads  serving  the  Appalachian  region.  The  provisions  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  which  the  Secretary 
determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  apply,  respectively , 
to  the  development  highway  system  and  the  local  access  roads.  Construction 
on  the  development  highway  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  seven 
hundred  miles.  Construction  of  local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed  one 
thousand  six  hundred  miles  that  will  serve  specific  recreational,  residential, 
educational,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like  facilities  or  will  facilitate 
a  school  consolidation  program. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary  its  designations 
of  ( 1 )  the  general  corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  development  high¬ 
ways,  (2)  local  access  roads  to  be  constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the 
construction  of  segments  of  the  development  highways,  and  (4)  other 
criteria  for  the  program  authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any  State 
\  member  participates  in  or  votes  on  such  designations,  he  shall  have  obtained 
y  the  recommendations  of  the  State  highway  department  of  the  State  which 
he  represents. 

“  ( c )  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist  in  any  construction  ( includ¬ 
ing  right-of-way  acquisition)  which  would  require  for  its  completion  the 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds  (other  than  funds  available  under  title  23, 
United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  the  appropriations  authorization  in  sub¬ 
section  (g) .  On  its  completion  each  development  highway  not  already  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be  added  to  such  system  and  each _  de¬ 
velopment  highway  and  local  access  road  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained 
by  the  State  as  provided  for  Federal-aid  highways  in  title  23,  United 
States  Code. 

“(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  authorized  under  this 
section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use  of  materials  and 
products  indigenous  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

“  (e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in  the  use  of  coal  and 
coal  products  in  highway  construction  and  maintenance,  the  Secretary  is 
aidhorized  to  require  each  participating  State,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

)“  (f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under  this  section 
shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  project,  unless  the  Com¬ 
mission  determines  that  assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is  required 
in  f  urtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such,  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

“  (g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  President,  to  be  available  until  expended,  $7 15, OOO, OOO  for 
the  four-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1971. 

“(h)(1)  When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  construct  a  segment 
of  a  development  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds ,  in  accordance 
with  all  procedures  and  requirements  applicable  to  the  construction  of 
segments  of  Appalachian  development  highways  with  such  funds,  except 
insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  have  previously  been  appro¬ 
priated,  the  Secretary,  upon  application  by  the  State  and  with  the  approval 
of  the  Commission,  is  authorized  to  pay  to  the  State  the  Federal  share 
not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  the  construction  of  such  seg- 
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merit,  from  any  sums  appropriated  and  allocated  to  such  State  to  carry 
out  this  section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  commitment  or 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  funds  jor  segments 
oj  development  highways  constructed  under  this  subsection ,  and  shall 
not  increase  the  limitation  on  construction  in  subsection  ( c ).” 

Sec.  107.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  PROJECTS 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of  adequate  health 
facilities  and  services  to  the  economic  development  of  the  region,  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  for  the  planning,  construction,  equipment,  and  operation  of  multi¬ 
county  demonstration  health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional  health 
diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities  and  services  nec¬ 
essary  to  health.  Grants  for  such  construction  ( including  the  acquisition 
of  privately  owned  facilities  not  operated  for  profit  and  initial  equipment) 
shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  title  VI 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (f2  U.S.C.  29 1-29 lo),  the  Mental  i 
Retardation  Facilities  and  Community  Mental  Health  Centers  Con-  ' 
struction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat.  282),  and  other  laws  authorizing  grants 
for  the  construction  of  health-related  facilities,  without  regard  to  any 
provisions  therein  relating  to  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to 
allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  this  Act  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of 
the  allotments  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision 
of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  any  component  of  a 
demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  such  costs. 
The  Federal  contribution  may  be  provided  entirely  from  funds  authorized 
under  this  section  or  in  combination  with  funds  provided  under  other 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of 
health-related  facilities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law  limiting 
the  Federal  share  in  such  other  programs,  funds  authorized  under  this 
section  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal  grants  for  component  facilities  of 
a  demonstration  health  project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  centum  of  the  costs 
of  such  facilities. 

“  (c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  (including  initial  operating  ( 
funds  and  operating  deficits  comprising  among  other  items  the  costs  of 
attracting,  training,  and  retaining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demonstration 
health  project,  whether  or  not  constructed  with  funds  authorized  by  this 
section,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum  of  the  costs  thereof  for  the 
two-year  period  beginning ,  for  each  component  facility  or  service  assisted 
under  any  such  operating  grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or 
service  is  in  operation  as  a  part  of  the  project.  For  the  next  three  years  of 
operations  such  grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  such  costs.  No 
grant  for  operation  of  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made  unless 
the  facility  is  publicly  owned,  or  owned  by  a  public  or  private  nonprofit 
organization,  and  is  not  operated  for  profit.  No  grants  for  operation  of  a 
demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made  after  five  years  following  the 
commencement  of  the  initial  grant  for  operation  of  the  project.  No  such 
grants  shall  be  made  unless  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  is  satisfied  that  the  operation  of  the  project  will  be  conducted 
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under  efficient  management  practices  designed  to  obviate  operating  deficits. 
Notwithstanding  section  10 4  oj  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  oj  1965  ( 79  Stat.  55 j) ,  a  health-related  facility  constructed 
under  title  I  oj  that  Act  may  be  a  component  oj  a  demonstration  health 
project  eligible  for  operating  grant  assistance  under  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  oj  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized  to 
provide  funds  to  the  Commission  for  the  support  of  its  Health  Advisory 
Committee  and  to  make  grants  for  expenses  oj  planning  necessary  for  the 
development  and  operation  oj  demonstration  health  projects  for  the  region. 
The  amount  oj  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such 
expenses. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  oj  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
oj  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  108.  Subsection  (i)  oj  section  203  of  the  Act,  entitled  “land 

STABILIZATION,  CONSERVATION,  AND  EROSION  CONTROL”,  is  amended  to 

read  as  follows: 

“(i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  oj  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  oj  this  Act  for  the  two -fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  109.  Section  204  °j  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  subsection 
(b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new  subsections  ( b )  and(c): 

“(b)  The  Secretary  oj  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  provide  technical 
assistance,  make  grants,  enter  into  contracts,  or  otherwise  provide  funds , 
first  to  colleges,  universities  and  other  institutions  of  higher  education 
(with  priority  to  land  grant  schools),  and  thereafter  to  forest  products 
research  institutions  in  the  region  and  other  appropriate  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  organizations,  which  schools,  institutions,  and  organizations  have 
the  demonstrated  capability  to  perform  such  research,  for  Appalachian 
hardwood  products  research,  including  investigations,  studies,  and 
demonstrations,  which  will  further  the  purposes  oj  this  Act.  Funds  shall 
be  provided  only  for  programs  and  projects  which  will  contribute  signifi¬ 
cantly  to  the  development  of  (1)  Appalachian  hardwood  technology, 
(2)  new  or  improved  uses  oj  Appalachian  hardwood  resources,  (3)  new  or 
improved  processes  or  methods  for  producing  hardwood  products,  or 
(4)  new  or  improved  markets  for  such  products.  Funds  under  this  section 
shall  be  provided  solely  out  of  sums  specifically  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
allocation  or  distribution  oj  funds  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  oj  law. 

“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  oj  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
oj  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  the  purposes  oj  subsection  (b)  oj  this  section.” 

Sec.  110.  (a)  Clause  (1)  oj  subsection  (a)  oj  section  205  oj  the  Act, 
entitled  “ mining  area  restoration” ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(1)  make  financial  contributions  to  Stales  in  the  region  to  seal  and 
fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and  abandoned  oil  and  gas  wells, 
and  to  reclaim  and  rehabilitate  lands  affected  by  the  strip  and  surface 
mining  and  processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals,  including  lands 
afected  by  waste  piles,  in  accordance  with  provisions  oj  the  Act  oj 
July  15, 1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.),  to  the  extent  applicable,  without 
regard  to  section  2(b)  thereof  (SO  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to  any  provisions 
therein  limiting  assistance  to  anthracite  coal  formation,  or  to  the 
Commonwealth  oj  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  paragraph  shall 
be  made  wholly  out  oj  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purposes 
oj  carrying  out  this  Act.” 


6  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

( b )  Strike  out  clause  (3)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  205  of  the  Act. 

(c)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  205  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  For  the  fiscal  years  1966,  1967,  1968,  and  1969,  notwithstanding 

any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Federal  share  of  mining  area  restoration 
projects,  including  reasonable  planning  and  engineering  costs,  carried 
out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  conducted  on  lands  other  than 
federally  owned  lands  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof. 
The  non-Federal  share  of  the  total  cost  of  any  project  carried  out  under 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may  include  reasonable  land  acquisition 
costs  incurred  in  acquiring  land  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  implementing 
such  project,  if  such  land  is  acquired  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  Amendments  of  1967." 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d)  of  section  205  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Not  to  exceed  $30,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
June  30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  111.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of  the  Act,  entitled  “water 
resource  survey"  ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall 
be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  112.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  at 
the  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“ ASSISTANCE  FOR  PLANNING  AND  OTHER  PRELIMINARY  EXPENSES  OF 

PROPOSED  HOUSING  PROJECTS  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE  NATIONAL 

HOUSING  ACT 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the  construction 
or  rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and  moderate- 
income  families  and  individuals,  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’) 
is  authorized  to  make  grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Fund  established  by  this  section,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
he  may  prescribe,  to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  cooperative  organi¬ 
zations,  or  to  public  bodies,  for  expenses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining 
an  insured  mortgage  for  a  housing  construction  or  rehabilitation  project, 
under  section  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in  this  section 
referred  to  as  ‘section  221’),  in  any  area  of  the  Appalachian  region 
determined  by  the  Commission  to  have  significant  potential  for  future 
growth . 

“(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  those 
administrative  expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  project  and  obtaining 
an  insured  mortgage  under  section  221,  which  the  Secretary  considers 
not  to  be  recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  such 
section:  Provided,  That  no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost 
of  planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under  section 
221,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses 
of  market  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and  architectural  fees,  site 
options,  Federal  Housing  Administration  and.  Federal  National  Mortgage 
Association  fees,  and  construction  loan  fees  and  discounts.  Loans  may 
be  made  without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or  below  market  interest  rate 
authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  section  221 :  Provided,  That  any 
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loan  made  to  an  organization  established  for  profit  shall  bear  interest  at 
the  prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  such 
section.  The  Secretary  may,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit,  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan 
made  under  this  section,  including  interest,  which  he  finds  the  borrower 
is  unable  to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  section 
221. 

“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes  of  this  section 
shall  be  deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Appalachian 
Housing  Fund  and  shall  be  used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary 
for  carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  expenses  of  administration  of  this 
section  may  be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund  not  needed  for 
current  operation  may  be  invested  in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guaranteed 
as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United  States. 

“(e)  A Tot  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  40 1 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  113.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211  of  the  Act,  entitled  “voca¬ 
tional  education  facilities” ,  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  word 
“ needed ”  in  the  first  sentence,  the  following:  “ and  for  the  equipment  of 
such  facilities  and  other  school  facilities” . 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $26,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  114-  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of  the  Act,  entitled  “sewage 
treatment  works” ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  115.  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  (4-0  U.S.C. 
461(a))  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and 
all  of  clause  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  for  comprehensive 
planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section  403  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified  under  section  301  of 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for  comprehen¬ 
sive  planning  for  their  entire  areas,  or  for  metropolitan  planning, 
urban  planning,  county  planning,  or  small  municipality  planning 
within  such  areas  in  the  Appalachian  region,  and  for  planning  for 
Appalachian  regional  programs.” 

(b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  701  (b)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  inserting  after  “States”  the  words  “and  locdl 
development  districts”. 

Sec.  116.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ SUPPLEMENTS  TO  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  214 ■  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States,  and  local  com¬ 
munities  of  the  region,  including  local  development  districts,  to  take 
maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter 
defined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic 
situation,  they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  President 
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is  authorized  to  provide  junds  to  the  Federal  Cochairman  to  be  used  j or 
the  sole  purpose  oj  increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  projects  under 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  as  hereajter  defined,  above  the  fixed 
maximum  portion  oj  the  cost  oj  such  projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the 
applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided  jor  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs  jor  which  junds  are  available  under  the  Acts  authorizing  such 
programs  and  shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appropriation 
authorization  ceilings  in  such  Acts.  Any  finding,  report,  certification,  or 
documentation  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  head  oj  the  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  oj  the  Federal  Government  responsible  jor  the 
administration  oj  any  Federal  grant-in-aid  program  shall  be  accepted 
by  the  Federal  Cochairman  with  respect  to  a  supplemental  grant  jor  any 
project  under  such  program. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  oj  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in  excess 
oj  the  percentages  established  by  the  Commission,  and  shall  in  no  event 
exceed  80  per  centum  thereoj. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  programs ’  as  used  in  this  section 
means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  this  Act  jor 
the  construction  or  equipment  oj  facilities,  and  all  other  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  authorized  on  or  bejore  December  31,  1967,  by  Acts  | 
other  than  this  Act  jor  the  acquisition  oj  land  or  the  construction  or  equip¬ 
ment  oj  jacilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorized  by  the  jollowing  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  VI  oj  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  oj  1963;  Library  Services 
Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  oj  title  III  oj  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  Act  oj  1965;  National  Dejense  Education  Act  oj 
1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  the  program  jor  the  construction  oj 
the  development  highway  system  authorized  by  section  201  oj  this  Act 
or  any  other  program  relating  to  highway  or  road  construction,  or  (B) 
any  other  program  jor  which  loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assistance, 
except  a  grant-in-aid  program,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $97 ,000,000  oj  the  junds  authorized  in  section 
401  oj  this  Act  jor  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall 
be  available  to  carry  out  this  section .” 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  oj  section  221  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“maintenance  of  effort" ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “ exclusive  oj 
Federal  junds,"  and  inserting,  in  lieu  thereoj  the  jollowing:  “exclusive  . 
oj  expenditures  jor  participation  in  the  National  System  oj  Interstate  I 
and  Dejense  Highways,  and  exclusive  oj  local  junds  and  Federal  junds ,” . 

(b)  The  second  sentence  oj  such  section  is  amended  by  inserting  ajter 
“ Highways ”  the  jollowing:  “and  expenditures  oj  local  junds  and  Federal 
junds” . 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  oj  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  asjollows: 

“ PROGRAM  IMPLEMENTATION 

“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under  any  section  oj  this 
title  shall  be  implemented  until  (1)  applications  and  plans  relating  to  the 
program  or  project  have  been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal  ojjicial 
to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  oj  Federal  laws  which 
he  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Commis¬ 
sion  has  approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  determined  that  it 
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meets  the  applicable  criteria  under  section  224  and  will  contribute,  to  the 
development  of  the  region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224  of  the  Act,  entitled  “pro¬ 
gram  development  criteria” ,  is  amended  ( 1 )  by  striking  out  “In 
developing  recommendations  on  the ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  “In 
considering” ;  and  (2)  by  striking  out  “within  those  recommendations” . 

(b)  Subsection  ( b )  of  such  section  is  amended  by  striking  out  clause  ( 1 ) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “( 1 )  to  assist  establishments 
relocating  from,  one  area  to  another;” . 

Sec.  120.  Section  802  of  the  Act,  entitled  “grants  for  administrative 

EXPENSES  OF  LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT  DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RESEARCH 

and  demonstration  projects” ,  is  amended  by  ( 1 )  striking  out  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  through  (c);  (2)  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsection 
( e);and  (3)  inserting  the  following  new  subsections  (a)  through  (d): 

“(a)  The  President  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  administrative  expenses, 
including  technical  services,  of  local  development  districts,  but  (A) 
the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  15  per  centum  of  such 
expenses,  (B)  no  grants  for  administrative  expenses  shall  be  made 
for  a  local  development  district  for  a  period  in  excess  of  three  years 
beginning  on  the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made  for  such  development 
district,  and  ( C )  the  local  development  district  contributions  for 
administrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated, 
including  but  not  limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services ;  and 
“(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  investigation,  research, 
studies,  technical  assistance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and  for 
training  programs,  but  not  for  construction  purposes,  which  will 
further  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  make  a  survey  and  study  of 
acid  pollution  in  the  region  resulting  from  mining  activities  and  the  effects 
of  such  pollution,  in  full  cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  departments  and  agencies, 
with  the  objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  action  program  for  the 
appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  such  pollution  in  the 
region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution.  The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the 
President  a  report,  including  specific  recommendations  for  such  program 
and  for  the  policies  under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and  the  President 
shall  submit  the  report  to  the  Congress,  together  with. his  recommendations, 
not  later  than  March  81,  1969.  The  study  shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and 
their  type,  area,  ownership,  and  other  characteristics;  the  relative  con¬ 
tribution  of  each  source;  and  the  impact  of  each  source  on  water 
quality  in  the  streams  affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water-using  and  other  activi¬ 
ties  which  are  affected  by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  or  originat¬ 
ing  in  the  region,  and  the  economic  and  social  costs  and  effects  at¬ 
tributable  to  such  pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for  the  control  and  abate¬ 
ment  of  acid  mine  pollution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  benefits,  public  and  private, 
that  are  likely  to  result  from  reducing  to  various  levels  acid  mine 
pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region  and  identify  the  types  of  bene¬ 
ficiaries  and  the  relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such  bene¬ 
ficiaries. 
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“(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal,  State,  and  private 
interests  in  programs  for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  acid 
mine  pollution  in  the  region  and  the  relative  costs  which  each  should 
bear,  including  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to  which  private 
interests  can  bear  the  cost  of  such  programs  within  the  economics  of 
mining  activity,  (B)  the  effectiveness  of  past  action  by  Federal,  State, 
and  local  units  of  government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the  adverse 
effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  ( C )  relationships  which  might  be 
established  among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  government,  and 
with  private  interests,  or  implementing  and  funding  such  programs, 
and  (D)  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal  and  State  legislation,  in¬ 
cluding  adequate  enforcement  provisions,  for  such  programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction, 
or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  including  the 
identification  of  specific  objectives  and  costs,  with  due  consideration 
to:  ( A )  the  developmental  effects  of  the  program,  ( B )  the  economic 
benefits  of  the  program  in  relation  to  costs,  (&)  the  social  effects  of  the 
program,  ( D )  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted  financial  gain  to  private 
interests,  and  ( E )  the  types  and  sources  of  aid  required  to  accomplish 
the  program. 

“(c)(1)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by  the  President,  maintain 
accurate  and  complete  records  of  transactions  and  activities  financed  with 
Federal  funds  and  report  thereon  to  the  President.  The  records  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  available  for  audit  with  respect  to  such  grants  by  the 
President  and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  authorized  repre¬ 
sentatives. 

“(2)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall,  as  required  by  the  Commission,  maintain  accurate  and 
complete  records  of  transactions  and  activities  financed  with  Federal  funds 
and  report  thereon  to  the  Commission.  Such  records  shall  be  available  for 
audit  by  the  President,  the  Comptroller  General,  and  the  Commission  or 
their  duly  authorized  representatives. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $11 ,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  jOl 
of  this  Act  jor  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  80,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.  Not  to  exceed ‘  $8,000,000  of  such 
authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (b).” 

Sec.  121.  Section  808  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“project  approval 

“Sec.  308.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other  assistance  for  a 
program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be  made  through  the  State  member 
of  the  Commission  representing  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member 
shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only  applications  for  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as  meeting  the 
requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act  shall  be  approved  for  assistance. 
No  project  shall  be  approved  by  the  Commission  unless  the  Commission  is 
satisfied  that  the  project  will  be  properly  administered,  operated,  and 
maintained.” 

Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

“Sec.  401.  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  authorized  in  section 
105  and  in  section  201  for  the  Appalachian  development  highway  system 
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and  local  access  roads,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  President,  to  be  available  until  expended,  not  to  exceed  $ 170,000,000 
for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  SO,  1969,  to  carry  out  this  Act.” 

Sec.  128.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  entitled  “  definition  of  Ap¬ 
palachian  region”,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  counties  in  Alabama 
after  “ Jefferson,”  the  following:  “ Lamar,”  and  after  “Morgan,” 
the  following:  “Pickens,” ; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating  to  the  counties  in  Maryland 
the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Benton,  Chickasaw, 
Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kemper,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Marshall, 
Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  Tippah, 
Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  and  Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany,  Broome,  Cattaraugus, 
Chautauqua,  Chemung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego, 
Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tompkins;” ;  and 

(8)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  counties  in  Tennessee 
after  “ Campbell ”  the  following:  “Cannon,” . 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the  colon  following 
“West  Virginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period,  and  by  striking 
out  all  of  the  remainder  of  such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the  definition  of  the  Appalachian 
region  as  set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or  considered  by  the 
Commission  without  a  prior  resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  directing  a  study  of  such 

change.” 

TITLE  II— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  503  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking  the  semicolon 
after  clause  ( 2 ),  inserting  a  comma,  and  the  following:  “including  the 
development  of  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan  approved  by 
the  Secretary ;” . 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

“Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary 
to  each  regional  commission  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  208.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  redesignating  such  section  as  section  510  and 
by  inserting  after  section  508  the  following  new  section  509: 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid  programs 

“Sec.  509.  ( a )  In  order  to  enable  the  States  and  other  entities  within 
economic  development  regions  established  under  this  Act  to  take  maximum 
advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their  economic  situation, 
they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Secretary  shall,  once 
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a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan  established  pursuant  to  clause 
(. 2 )  of  section  508(a)  is  in  effect,  provide  funds  pursuant  to  specific 
recommendations ,  to  each  of  the  Federal  Cochairmen  of  the  regional 
commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter  established  under  this  title,  to  be  used 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribution  to  projects 
under  such  programs  above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such 
projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable  law.  No  program  or 
project  authorized  under  this  section  shall  be  implemented  until  ( 1 )  appli¬ 
cations  and  plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have  been  determined 
by  the  responsible  Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and 
objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent 
with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission  involved  has  approved 
such  program  or  project  and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the  applicable 
criteria  under  section  504  and  will  contribute  to  the  development  of  the 
region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling.  Funds  may  be  provided 
only  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  available 
under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.  Funds  so  provided  shall  be 
available  without  regard  to  any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  in 
such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in  excess 
of  the  percentages  established  by  each  commission,  and  shall  in  no  event 
exceed  80  per  centum  thereof. 

“(c)  The  term  1  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs’  as  used  in  this  section 
means  all  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  in  existence  on  or  before  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1967,  assisting  in  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorized  by  title  I  of  this  Act  and  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act; 
title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  193 4;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963; 
Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  and  National  Defense 
Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  any  program  in  which 
loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  program, 
is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants  under  this  section  shall 
be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  this  section,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
computation  of  allocations  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to  any  other 
provision  of  law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary  for 
each  of  the  regional  commissions  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  the  sum 
of  $5,000,000  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

“(e)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  representing  such  applicant, 
and  such  State  member  shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only 
applications  for  programs  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State 
member  as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  this  section  shall 
be  approved  for  assistance.” 

Sec.  204-  The  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  title  VI  thereof  the  following  new 
section: 
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“ADMINISTRATION,  OPERATION,  AND  MAINTENANCE 

“Sec.  604 ■  No  Federal  assistance  shall  be  approved  under  this  Act 
unless  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  the  project  for  which  Federal  assistance 
is  granted  will  be  properly  and  efiiciently  administered,  operated,  and 
maintained .” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  House  to  the  title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Jim  Wright, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

Fred  Schwengel, 

James  Cleveland, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 

Jennings  Randolph, 

Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Joseph  Davies  Tydings, 

W.  B.  Spong, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Len  B.  Jordan, 

Howard  H.  Baker,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the 
conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  House  amendment  to  the  text  of  the  bill  strikes  out  all  of  the 
Senate  bill  after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The 
Senate  recedes  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  House,  a 
with  an  amendment  which  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  Senate  bill  \ 
and  the  House  amendment.  The  differences  between  the  House 
amendment  and  the  substitute  agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted  in 
the  following  outline,  except  for  incidental  changes  made  necessary  by 
reason  of  agreements  reached  by  the  conferees  and  minor  and  clarifying 
changes. 

TITLE  I— AMENDMENTS  TO  APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

ACT  OF  1965 

References  to  “Act”  and  “section”  in  the  portion  of  this  statement 
which  relateis  to  title  I  of  the  bill  are  references  to  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  and  to  sections  of  that  Act. 

Sec.  201 .  Appalachian  Highway  Program 
The  Senate  bill  amended  section  201  of  the  Act  to  increase  the  maxi¬ 
mum  authorized  mileage  for  the  local  access  roads  program  from 
1,000  to  2,000  miles.  The  House  amendment  reduced  this  to  1,200 
miles.  The  conference  substitute  authorizes  1,600  miles  for  access 
roads. 

Sec.  202.  Demonstration  Health  Program  I 

Sections  202(c)  and  202(d)  of  the  Act,  as  they  appear  in  the  Senate 
bill,  prescribe  certain  limitations  on  grants  for  operating  demonstra¬ 
tion  health  projects,  authorize  planning  grants,  and  provide  for  funds 
to  support  the  Commission’s  Health  Advisory  Committee.  The 
House  amendment  did  not  contain  these  subsections.  The  conference 
substitute  contains  these  subsections  as  they  appear  in  the  Senate 
bill  but  with  two  modifications:  First,  operating  grants  may  be  made 
only  to  facilities  which  are  publicly  owned,  or  owned  by  a  public  or 
private  nonprofit  organization,  and  which  are  not  operated  for 
profit.  Second,  operating  grants  may  not  be  made  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  satisfied  that  the  operation  of 
the  project  will  be  conducted  under  efficient  management  practices 
designed  to  obviate  operating  deficits. 

14 
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Sec.  204-  Timber  Development  Organizations 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  $4  million  for  a  new  program  of  hard¬ 
wood  research,  and  eliminated  the  specific  authorization  of  funds  in 
existing  law  for  the  timber  development  organization  program. 

The  House  amendment  authorized  $1  million  to  continue  the  timber 
development  organization  program,  and  eliminated  the  proposed  new 
research  program. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill 
with  three  changes:  First,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  making 
grants  or  contracts  to  carry  out  the  research  program  must  provide 
funds  first  to  colleges,  universities  and  other  institutions  of  higher 
education  (with  priority  to  land  grant  schools),  and  thereafter  to  forest 
products  research  institutions  in  the  region  and  other  appropriate 
public  and  private  organizations.  Second,  such  schools,  institutions, 
and  organizations  must  have  the  demonstrated  capability  to  perform 
the  research.  Third,  the  authorization  is  reduced  to  $2  million. 

Sec.  214 ■  Supplements  to  Federal  Grant-in- Aid  Programs 

(1)  Under  existing  law,  supplemental  grants  may  be  made  only 
for  appropriate  grant-in-aid  programs  enacted  prior  to  March  9,  1965, 
the  date  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965. 
The  Senate  bill  broadened  section  214(a)  to  permit  supplemental 
grants  for  grant-in-aid  programs  enacted  subsequent  to  that  date, 
including  programs  to  be  enacted  in  the  future.  The  House  amend¬ 
ment  permitted  supplemental  grants  only  for  grant-in-aid  programs 
enacted  on  or  before  August  1,  1967. 

The  conference  substitute  permits  supplemental  grants  for  grant- 
in-aid  programs  enacted  on  or  before  December  31,  1967. 

(2)  The  Senate  bill  authorized  $97  million  for  the  two-fiscal-year 
period  ending  in  1969  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  House  amend¬ 
ment  reduced  this  authorization  to  $71  million. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  bill  in  this 
regard. 

Sec.  802.  Research  and  Local  Development  District  Administrative  Ex¬ 
penses 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending 
in  1969  $13  million  to  carry  out  section  302.  The  House  amendment 
reduced  this  authorization  to  $10  million. 

The  conference  substitute  sets  this  authorization  at  $11  million. 

TITLE  II - AMENDMENTS  TO  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOP¬ 

MENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Supplemental  Grants  Under  Title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965 

(1)  The  Senate  bill  amended  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  to  require,  in  the  case  of  regional 
commissions  established  under  such  title,  that  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  provide  funds  for  supplemental  grants,  pursuant  to 
specific  recommendations,  for  each  such  regional  commission,  once  a 
long  range  economic  plan  for  the  region  has  been  established. 

The  House  amendment  authorized  the  Secretary  to  provide  sup¬ 
plemental  grants,  pursuant  to  specific  recommendations  of  each 
regional  commission,  once  such  an  economic  plan  has  been  established, 
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by  allocating  funds  to  the  heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
ior  that  purpose. 

^  he.  conference  substitute  adopts  the  provisions  of  the  Senate 
bill  with  a  technical  amendment  making  it  clear  that  the  Federal 
Cochairman  of  each  regional  commission  will  receive  the  funds 
provided  for  his  commission. 

(2)  The  Senate  bill  authorized  supplemental  grants  under  title  V 
for  appropriate  basic  grant-in-aid  programs  now  existing  or  to  be 
enacted  in  the  future.  The  House  amendment  limited  supplemental 
grants  to  grant-in-aid  programs  enacted  as  of  August  1,  1967.  The 
conference  substitute  permits  supplemental  grants  for  programs 
enacted  as  of  December  31,  1967. 

P/oject  Administration  Under  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965 

The  House  amendment  added  a  new  section  604  to  title  VI  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  which  provided 
that  no  assistance  shall  be  approved  under  that  Act  unless  the  responsi¬ 
ble  Federal  official  is  satisfied  that  the  project  will  be  properly  and 
efficiently  administered,  operated,  and  maintained. 

d  he  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  amendment 
e^PeP^  *hat  ^  squires  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  determine  the 
efficiency  of  the  project. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Jim  Wright, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

Fred  Schwengel, 

James  Cleveland, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

o 
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cClory 
McClure 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McMillan 
MacGreg 
Mahon 
Mailliard 
Marsh 
Martin 
Mathias,  Calif.' 
May 
Mayne 
Meskill 
Michel 
Miller,  Ohio 
Mills 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Morse,  Mass. 

Morton 

Natcher 

Nelsen 

Nichols 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Passman 

Pelly 

Pettis 

Pickle 

Pike 

Pirnie 

Poage 

Poff 

Pool 

Price,  Tex. 


Addabbo 

Albert 

Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Barrett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brasco 
Brooks 
Brown,  Calif. 
Burke,  Mass. 
Burton,  Calif. 
Byrne,  Pa. 
Carey 
Celler 
Clark 
Cohelan 
Conyers 
Corman 
Culver 
Daddario 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dulski 
Eckhardt 
Edmondson 
Edwards,  Calif. 
Eilberg 
Evans,  Colo. 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Flood 
Foley 
Ford, 

William  D. 


Pryor 

Quie 

Quillen 

Railsback 

Randall 

Reid,  Ill. 

Reifel 
Reinecke 
Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Riegle 
^Rivers 
,obison 
icers,  Fla. 
Rob 

RouHebush 
Rumsfeld’ 
Ruppe' 
Sandman 
Satterfield 
Schadeberg 
Scherle 
Schneebell 
Schweiker 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Selden 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Slack 

Smith,  Calif. 
Smith,  N.Y. 
Smith,  Okla. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Stafford 

NAYS— 132 
Friedel 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Gibbons 
Gilbert 
Gonzalez 
Gray 

Green,  Pa. 
Griffiths 
Hamilton 
Hanna 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Hathaway 

Hawkins 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Helstoski 

Hicks 

Holifield 

Howard 

Irwin 

Joelson 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Karsten 

Karth 

Kastenmeier 
Kelly 
Kirwan 
Kluczynski 
Kyros 
Long,  Md. 
McCarthy 
McFall 
Macdonald, 
Mass.  - 
Machen 
Madden 
Matsunaga 
Meeds 

Miller,  Calif. 
Minish 
Mink 
Monagan 
Mosher 
Multer 
Murphy,  HI. 


Stanton 

Steed 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Steiger,  Wis. 

Stephens 

Stubblefield 

Stuckey 

Taft 

Talcott 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 
Thompson,  Ga. 
Tuck 
Ullman 
Vander  Jagt 
Waggonner 
Walker 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Watson 
Watts 
Whalen 
VVhite 
ifhitener 
aitten 
Wiggins 
Willrams,  Pa. 
Wilson,  Bob 
Winn 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Zion 
Zwach 


Nix 

O'Hara,  HI. 
O’Hara,  Mich. 
Olsen 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Ottinger 

Patman 

Patten 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Philbin 

Pollock 

Price,  HI. 

Pucinski 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Ronan 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowski 

Roush 

Roybal 

Ryan 

St  Germain 
St.  Onge 
Scheuer 
Shipley 
Sisk 

Smith,  Iowa 
Sullivan 
Tenzer 
Tiernan 
Tunney 
Udall 
Van  Deerji 
Vanik 
VigoriJ 
Wale 
Wiljfcn, 

arles  H. 
,tes 

ablockl 


Fraser 

Nedzi  / 

NOT  VOTING — 

-59 

Adams 

Holland / 

Rarick 

Anderson,  HI. 

Hosmejr 

Rees 

Andrews, 

Jacohe 

Reid,  N.Y. 

N.  Dak. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Resnick 

Arends 

Karen 

Reuss 

Ashley 

Kee 

Roberts 

Aspinall 

.King,  Calif. 

Saylor 

Berry 

/Landrum 

Staggers 

Brademas  / 

'  McDonald, 

Stratton 

Brock  / 

Mich. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Broomfield^ 

McEwen 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Clause 

Mathias,  Md. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

DonH: 

Minshall 

Utt 

de  la  afarza 

Mize 

Whalley 

Derwinski 

Moorhead 

Widnall 

Er/rborn 

Morgan 

Williams,  Miss. 

Fpghan 

Moss 

Willis 

llalpem 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wolff 

'Hays 

Myers 

Wright 

Henderson 

O’Konski 

Young 

Herlong 

Purcell 

So  the  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Rarick  for,  with  Mr.  Adams  against. 

Mr.  Erlenborn  for,  with  Mr.  Jacobs  against. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois  for,  with  Mr.  Wolff 
against. 

Mr.  Roberts  for,  with  Mr.  Brademas 
against. 

Mr.  Andrews  of  North  Dakota  for,  with  Mr. 
Ashley  against. 

Mr.  Berry  for,  with  Mr.  Aspinall  against. 

Mr.  Derwinski  for,  with  Mr.  Murphy  of 
New  York  against. 

Mr.  Widnall  for,  with  Mr.  King  of  Califor¬ 
nia  against. 

Mr.  Utt  for,  with  Mr.  Thompson  of  New 
Jersey  against. 

Mr.  Thomson  of  Wisconsin  for,  with  Mr. 
Moorhead  against. 

Mr.  Myers  of  Indiana  for,  with  Mr.  Kee 
against. 

Mr.  Minshall  for,  with  Mr.  Resnick  against. 

Mr.  McEwen  for,  with  Mr.  Staggers  against. 

Mr.  McDonald  of  Michigan  for,  with  Mr. 
Stratton  against. 

Mr.  Hosmer  for,  with  Mr.  Feighan  against. 

Mr.  Brock  for,  with  Mr.  Holland  against. 
Mr.  Willis  for,  with  Mr.  Morgan  againsty 
Mr.  Williams  of  Mississippi  for,  with 
oss  against. 

Henderson  for,  with  Mr.  Rees  against. 
Herlong  for,  with  Mr.  Reuss  against. 

Unffl  further  notice : 

Mr.  mbps  with  Mr.  Whalley. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Arends./ 

Mr.  Kazen  with  Mr.  Hal  pert 

Mr.  Jones  Alabama  withJHr.  Broomfield. 

Mr.  Purcell  lvith  Mr.  Mathias  of  Maryland. 

Mr.  Teague  o\  Texas  with  Mr.  Mize. 

Mr.  Wright  wiuxMr.  Md  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Young  with'Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  de  la  Garza  wym  Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen. 

The  result  of  the  \ote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Question  Is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  spading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bifl  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  resda  a  third  time,  and  wa\  read  the 
third/time. 

le  SPEAKER.  The  question  isSpn  the 
p/ssage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  tf 
table. 


APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

Mr.  HOWARD  filed  the  following  con¬ 
ference  report  and  statement  on  the  bill 
(S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act 
of  1965: 

Conference  Report  (Rept.  No.  706) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  602) 
to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Region¬ 
al  Development  Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend 
title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
text  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same  with 
an  amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House 
amendment  insert  the  following: 


TITLE  I— APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DE¬ 
VELOPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
Amendments  of  1967”. 

Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  (herein¬ 
after  in  this  title  referred  to  as  “the  Act”) 
is  amended  (1)  by  inserting  “and”  at  the 
end  of  clause  (7);  (2)  by  striking  out  the 
semicolon  and  the  word  “and”  at  the  end 
of  clause  (8)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
period;  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on 
June  30,  1967,  the  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Thereafter,  such  expenses  shall 
be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States 
in  the  region,  except  that  the  expenses  of  the 
Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his 
staff  shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  share  to  be  paid  by  each  State 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Commission.  The 
Federal  Cochairman  shall  not  participate  or 
,  vote  in  such  determination.  No  assistance  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any 
State  or  to  any  political  subdivision  or  any 
resident  of  any  State,  nor  shall  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  participate  or 
vote  in  any  determination  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  while  such  State  is  delinquent  in  pay¬ 
ment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
not  to  exceed  $1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1969.  Not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $400,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be 
available  for  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Co- 
chairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Un¬ 
expended  balances  of  appropriations  under 
the  authorization  in  this  section  prior  to 
amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall 
remain  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  as  amended,  until  expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the 
Act,  entitled  “administrative  powers  of  the 
commission”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  con¬ 
tracts,  leases  (including,  notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  the  lease  of  office 
space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than 
June  30,  1971),  cooperative  agreements,  or 
other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in 
carrying  out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms 
as  it  may  deem  appropriate,  with  any  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
United  States  (which  is  hereby  so  authorized 
to  the  extent  not  otherwise  prohibited  by 
law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  sub¬ 
division,  agency,  or  instrumentality  thereof, 
or  with  any  person,  firm,  association,  or 
corporation.” 

Sec.  105.  Title  I  of  the  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“commission  employee  protections 

“Sec.  109.  Section  5334(a)  of  title  5,  United 
State  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  ‘For  the 
purpose  of  this  subsection,  an  individual 
employed  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  under  section  106(a)  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  or 
by  a  regional  commission  established  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  502  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  under 
section  506(2)  of  such  Act,  who  was  a  Fed¬ 
eral  employee  immediately  prior  to  such  em¬ 
ployment  by  a  commission  and  within  six 
months  after  separation  from  such  employ¬ 
ment  is  employed  in  a  position  to  which  this 
subchapter  applies,  shall  be  treated  as  if 
transferred  from  a  position  in  the  executive 
branch  to  which  this  subchapter  does  not 
apply.’.” 
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Sec.  106.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  high¬ 
way  system  which,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid 
highways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will 
open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  develop¬ 
mental  potential  where  commerce  and  com¬ 
munication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of 
adequate  access,  the  Secretary  _of  Transpor¬ 
tation  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to 
as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  assist  in 
the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  devel¬ 
opment  highway  system  and  local  access 
roads  serving  the  Appalachian  region.  The 
provisions  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
that  are  applicable  to  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  Federal-aid  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  highways,  and  which  the  Secretary 
determines  are  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  shall  apply,  respectively,  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  highway  system  and  the  local  access 
roads.  Construction  on  the  development 
highway  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thou¬ 
sand  seven  hundred  miles.  Construction  of 
local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed  one  thou¬ 
sand  six  hundred  miles  that  will  serve 
specific  recreational,  residential,  educational, 
commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like  facili¬ 
ties  or  will  facilitate  a  school  consolidation 
program. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the 
Secretary  its  designations  of  (1)  the  general 
corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  devel¬ 
opment  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads  to 
be  constructed,  (3)  priorities  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  segments  of  the  development 
highways,  and  (4)  other  criteria  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  this  section.  Before  any 
State  member  participates  in  or  votes  on  such 
designations,  he  shall  have  obtained  the 
recommendations  of  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

“(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist 
in  any  construction  (including  right-of-way 
acquisition)  which  would  require  for  its  com¬ 
pletion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
(other  than  funds  available  under  title  23, 
United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  the  ap¬ 
propriations  authorization  in  subsection  (g). 
On  its  completion  each  development  highway 
not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  sys¬ 
tem  shall  be  added  to  such  system  and  each 
development  highway  and  local  access  road 
shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the 
State  as  provided  for  Federal-aid  highways 
in  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

“(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and 
roads  authorized  under  this  section,  the 
States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use 
of  materials  and  products  indigenous  to  the 
Appalachian  region. 

“(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  use  of  coal  and  coal  prod¬ 
ucts  in  highway  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  re¬ 
quire  each  participating  State,  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives 
in  the  construction  of  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this 
Act. 

"(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construc¬ 
tion  project  under  this  section  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  proj¬ 
ect,  unless  the  Commission  determines  that 
assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage  is 
required  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  but  in  no  event  shall  such  Federal 
assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such 
costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
President,  to  be  available  until  expended, 
$715,000,000  for  the  four-fiscal-year  period 
ending  June  30,  1971. 

“(h)(1)  When  a  participating  State  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  construct  a  segment  of  a  develop¬ 
ment  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal 
funds,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and 
requirements  applicable  to  the  construction 


of  segments  of  Appalachian  development 
highways  with  such  funds,  except  insofar  as 
such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a 
State  to  the  construction  of  projects  for 
which  Federal  funds  have  previously  been  ap¬ 
propriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  application  by 
the  State  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  is  authorized  to  pay  to  the  State  the 
Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70  per  centum 
of  the  costs  of  the  construction  of  such  seg¬ 
ment,  from  any  sums  appropriated  and  allo¬ 
cated  to  such  State  to  carry  out  this  section. 

“(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide 
funds  for  segments  of  development  highways 
constructed  under  this  subsection,  and  shall 
not  increase  the  limitation  on  construction 
in  subsection  (c).” 

Sec.  107.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“demonstration  health  projects 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the 
value  of  adequate  health  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  to  the  economic  development  of  the  re¬ 
gion,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  is  authorized  to  make  grants  for 
the  planning,  construction,  equipment,  and 
operation  of  multicounty  demonstration 
health  projects,  including  hospitals,  regional 
health  diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and 
other  facilities  and  services  necessary  to 
health.  Grants  for  such  construction  (in¬ 
cluding  the  acquisition  of  privately  owned 
facilities  not  operated  for  profit  and  initial 
equipment)  shall  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  applicable  provisions  of  title  VI  of 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42  U.S.C.  291- 
291o),  the  Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and 
Community  Mental  Health  Centers  Con¬ 
struction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat.  282),  and 
other  laws  authorizing  grants  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  health-related  facilities,  without 
regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating  to 
appropriation  authorization  ceilings  or  to 
allotments  among  the  States.  Grants  under 
this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of 
funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  this  Act  and  shall  not 
be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of 
the  allotments  among  the  States  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  any  component  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  such  costs.  The  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  may  be  provided  entirely  from  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  or  in  combina¬ 
tion  with  funds  provided  under  other  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  equipment  of  health-related  facili¬ 
ties.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law 
limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other  pro¬ 
grams,  funds  authorized  under  this  section 
may  be  used  to  increase  Federal  grants  for 
component  facilities  of  a  demonstration 
health  project  to  a  maximum  of  80  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  costs  of  such  facilities. 

“(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  opera¬ 
tion  (including  initial  operating  funds  and 
operating  deficits  comprising  among  other 
items  the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and 
retaining  qualified  personnel)  of  a  demon¬ 
stration  health  project,  whether  or  not  con¬ 
structed  with  funds  authorized  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum 
of  the  costs  thereof  for  the  two-year  period 
beginning,  for  each  component  facility  or 
service  assisted  under  any  such  operating 
grant,  on  the  first  day  that  such  facility  or 
service  is  in  operation  as  a  part  of  the  project. 
For  the  next  three  years  of  operations  such 
grants  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of 
such  costs.  No  grant  for  operation  of  a 
demonstration  health  project  shall  be  made 
unless  the  facility  is  publicly  owned,  or 
owned  by  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization,  and  is  not  operated  for  profit. 
No  grants  for  operation  of  a  demonstration 
health  project  shajl  be  made  after  five  years 
following  the  commencement  of  the  initial 


grant  for  operation  of  the  project.  No  such 
grants  shall  be  made  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  satis¬ 
fied  that  the  operation  of  the  project  will 
be  conducted  under  efficient  management 
practices  designed  to  obviate  operating 
deficits.  Notwithstanding  section  104  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  554),  a  health-related 
facility  constructed  under  title  I  of  that 
Act  may  be  a  component  of  a  demonstra¬ 
tion  health  project  eligible  for  operating 
grant  assistance  under  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  provide  funds 
to  the  Commission  for  the  support  of  its 
Health  Advisory  Committee  and  to  make 
grants  for  expenses  of  planning  necessary 
for  the  development  and  operation  of  demon¬ 
stration  health  projects  for  the  region.  The 
amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed 
75  per  centum  of  such  expenses. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  108.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “Land  Stabilization,  Con¬ 
servation,  and  Erosion  Control”,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“(i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  of.  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  109.  Section  204  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  subsection  (b)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new  subsections 
(b)  and  (c)  : 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  provide  technical  assistance, 
make  grants,  enter  into  contracts,  or  other¬ 
wise  provide  funds,  first  to  colleges,  univer¬ 
sities  and  other  institutions  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation  (with  priority  to  land  grant  schools), 
and  thereafter  to  forest  products  research 
institutions  in  the  region  and  other  appro¬ 
priate  public  and  private  organizations, 
which  schools,  institutions,  and  organiza¬ 
tions  have  the  demonstrated  capability  to 
perform  such  research,  for  Appalachian 
hardwood  products  research,  including  inves¬ 
tigations,  studies,  and  demonstrations,  which 
will  further  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  Funds 
shall  be  provided  only  for  programs  and 
projects  which  will  contribute  significantly 
to  the  development  of  (1)  Appalachian  hard¬ 
wood  technology,  (2)  new  or  improved  uses 
of  Appalachian  hardwood  resources,  (3)  new 
or  improved  processes  or  methods  for  pro¬ 
ducing  hardwood  products,  or  (4)  new  or 
improved  markets  for  such  products.  Funds 
runder  this  section  shall  be  provided  solely 
out  of  sums  specifically  appropriated  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act,  and  shall 
not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  allocation 
or  distribution  of  funds  pursuant  to  any 
other  provision  of  law. 

“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-flscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  110.  (a)  Clause  (l)tof  subsection  (a) 
of  section  205  of  the  Act,  entitled  “Mining 
Area  Restoration”,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(1)  make  financial  contributions  to 
States  in  the  region  to  seal  and  fill  voids  in 
abandoned  coal  mines  and  abandoned  oil  and 
gas  wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabilitate 
lands  affected  by  the  strip  and  surface  min¬ 
ing  and  processing  of  coal  and  other  minerals, 
including  lands  affected  by  waste  piles,  in 
accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
July  15,  1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.) ,  to  the 
extent  applicable,  without  regard  to  section 
2(b)  thereof  (30  U.S.C.  572(b)  )  or  to  any  pro¬ 
visions  therein  limiting  assistance  to  anthra¬ 
cite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  be  made  wholly  out  of  funds 
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specifically  appropriated  for  the  purposes 
of  carrying  out  this  Act.” 

(b)  Strike  out  clause  (3)  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  205  of  the  Act. 

(c)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  205  of  the 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  For  the  fiscal  years  1966,  1967,  1968, 
and  1969,  notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law,  the  Federal  share  of  mining  area 
restoration  projects,  including  reasonable 
planning  and  engineering  costs,  carried  out 
under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  con¬ 
ducted  on  lands  other  than  federally  owned 
lands  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the 
total  cost  thereof.  The  non-Federal  share  of 
the  total  cost  of  any  project  carried  out  un¬ 
der  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may  in¬ 
clude  reasonable  land  acquisition  costs  in¬ 
curred  in  acquiring  land  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  implementing  such  project,  if 
such  land  is  acquired  after  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  Amendments  of  1967.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d) 
of  section  205  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “Not  to  exceed  $30,000,000  of  the 
funds  authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act 
for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June 
30,  1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this 
section.” 

Sec.  111.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of 
the  Act,  entitled  ‘‘water  resource  survey”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  112.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a 
new  section  as  follows : 

“assistance  for  planning  and  other  pre¬ 
liminary  expenses  of  proposed  housing 
PROJECTS  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  HOUSING  ACT 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and 
facilitate  the  construction  or  rehabilitation 
of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  families  and  individuals, 
the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to~ 
as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Hous¬ 
ing  Fund  established  by  this  section,  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  co¬ 
operative  organizations,  or  to  public  bodies, 
for  expenses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining  an 
insured  mortgage  for  a  housing  construction 
or  rehabilitation  project,  under  section  221 
of  the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in 
this  section  referred  to  as  ‘section  221’),  in 
any  area  of  the  Appalachian  region  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Commission  to  have  significant 
potential  for  future  growth. 

“(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall 
exceed  80  per  centum  of  those  administra¬ 
tive  expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  proj¬ 
ect  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under 
section  221,  which  the  Secretary  considers 
not  to  be  recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of 
a  mortgage  insured  under  such  section:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an 
organization  established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall 
exceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  planning 
a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage 
under  section  221,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  preliminary  surveys  and  analyses  of  mar¬ 
ket  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and 
architectural  fees,  site  options,  Federal  Hous¬ 
ing  Administration  and  Federal  National 
Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  construction 
loan  fees  and  discounts.  Loans  may  be  made 
without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or  below 
market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a  mort¬ 
gage  insured  under  section  221:  Provided, 
That  any  loan  made  to  an  organization  estab¬ 
lished  for  profit  shall  bear  interest  at  the 
prevailing  market  rate  authorized  for  a 
mortgage  insured  under  such  section.  The 
Secretary  may,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan 


to  an  organization  established  for  profit, 
waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of 
a  loan  made  under  this  section,  including 
interest,  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is  un¬ 
able  to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mort¬ 
gage  insured  under  section  221. 

“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be  de¬ 
posited  in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as 
the  Appalachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be 
used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the  Secretary 
for  carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  ex¬ 
penses  of  administration  of  this  section  may 
be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the  fund 
not  needed  for  current  operation  may  be 
invested  in  bonds  or  other  obligations  guar¬ 
anteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the 
United  States. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  113.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211 
of  the  Act,  entitled  “vocational  education 
facilities”,  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  word  “needed”  in  the  first  sentence,  the 
following:  “and  for  the  equipment  of  such 
facilities  and  other  school  facilities”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (b)  Not  to  exceed  $26,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  114.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of 
the  Act,  entitled  “sewage  treatment  works”, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  115.  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1954  (40  U.S.C.  461(a))  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8) 
and  all  of  clause  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commis¬ 
sion,  for  comprehensive  planning  for  the 
Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section  403 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965;  and 

“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified 
under  section  301  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for  compre¬ 
hensive  planning  for  their  entire  areas,  or  for 
metropolitan  planning,  urban  planning, 
county  planning,  or  small  municipality  plan¬ 
ning  within  such  areas  in  the  Appalachian 
region,  and  for  planning  for  Appalachian 
regional  programs.” 

(b)  The  proviso  of  the -first  sentence  of 
section  701(b)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  “States”  the 
words  “and  local  development  districts”. 

Sec.  116.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid 

PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  peo¬ 
ple,  States,  and  local  communities  of  the 
region,  including  local  development  districts, 
to  take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because 
of  their  economic  situation,  they  cannot  sup¬ 
ply  the  required  matching  share,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the 
Federal  Cochairman  to  be  used  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  to  projects  under  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs,  as  hereafter  defined,  above  the 
fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such 
projects  otherwise  authorized  by  the  appli¬ 
cable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided  for 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which 
funds  are  available  under  the  Acts  author¬ 
izing  such  programs  and  shall  be  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  author¬ 
ization  ceilings  in  such  Acts.  Any  finding,  re¬ 
port,  certification,  or  documentation  required 
to  be  submitted  to  the  head  of  the  depart¬ 


ment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the 
Federal  Government  responsible  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  any  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram  shall  be  accepted  by  the  Federal  Co- 
chairman  with  respect  to  a  supplemental 
grant  for  any  project  under  such  program. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  the  Commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum 
thereof. 

"(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  those 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by 
this  Act  for  the  construction  or  equipment 
of  facilities,  and  all  other  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  authorized  on  or  before  De¬ 
cember  31,  1967,  by  Acts  other  than  this  Act 
for  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  equipment  of  facilities,  including 
but  not  limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Wa¬ 
ter  Pollution  Control  Act;  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title 
VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Voca¬ 
tional  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library 
Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part 
IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act 
of  1963;  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund 
Act  of  1965;  National  Defense  Education  Act 
of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  the 
program  for  the  construction  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system  authorized  by  section 
201  of  this  Act  or  any  other  program  relat¬ 
ing  to  highway  or  road  construction,  or  (B) 
any  other  program  for  which  loans  or  other 
Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant- 
in-aid  program,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any 
other  Act. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $97,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section 
221  of  the  Act,  entitled  “maintenance  of 
effort”,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “exclu¬ 
sive  of  Federal  funds,”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “exclusive  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  participation  in  the  National  Sys¬ 
tem  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  and 
exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Federal  funds,”. 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  “Highways” 
the  following:  "and  expenditures  of  local 
funds  and  Federal  funds”. 

Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“program  implementation 

“Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  author¬ 
ized  under  any  section  of  this  title  shall  be 
implemented  until  (1)  applications  and 
plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions 
and  objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  ad¬ 
ministers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  and  (2)  the  Commission  has  apprQved 
such  program  or  project  and  has  determined 
that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under 
section  224  and  will  contribute  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  region,  which  determination 
shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224 
of  the  Act,  entitled  "program  development 
criteria”,  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "In 
developing  recommendations  on  the”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof:  “In  considering”; 
and  (2)  by  striking  out  “within  those  recom¬ 
mendations”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  clause  (1)  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “(1)  to 
assist  establishments  relocating  from  one 
area  to  another;  ”. 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“GRANTS  FOR  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES  OF 
LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT  DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RE¬ 
SEARCH  AND  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS",  is 

amended  by  (1)  striking  out  subsections  (a) 
through  (c);  (2)  redesignating  subsection 
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(d)  as  subsection  (e);  and  (3)  Inserting  the 
following  new  subsections  (a)  through  (d) : 

“(a)  The  President  is  authorized — 

“  ( 1 )  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for 
administrative  expenses,  including  technical 
services,  of  local  development  districts,  but 
(A)  the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not 
exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  expenses,  (B) 
no  grants  for  administrative  expenses  shall 
be  made  for  a  local  development  district  for 
a  period  in  excess  of  three  years  beginning  on 
the  date  the  initial  grant  is  made  for  such 
development  district,  and  (C)  the  local  de¬ 
velopment  district  contributions  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind, 
fairly  evaluated,  including  but  not  limited 
to  space,  equipment,  and  services;  and 

“(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission 
for  investigation,  research,  studies,  technical 
assistance,  and  demonstration  projects,  and 
for  training  programs,  but  not  for  construc¬ 
tion  purposes,  which  will  further  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act. 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to 
make  a  survey  and  study  of  acid  pollution 
in  the  region  resulting  from  mining  activities 
and  the  effects  of  such  pollution,  in  full  co¬ 
operation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and 
local  departments  and  agencies,  with  the 
objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  ac¬ 
tion  program  for  the  appropriate  control, 
reduction,  or  elimination  of  such  pollution 
in  the  region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution. 
The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  a  report,  including  specific  recommen¬ 
dations  for  such  program  and  for  the  policies 
under  which  it  should  be  conducted,  and 
the  President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the 
Congress,  together  with  his  recommen¬ 
dations,  not  later  than  March  31,  1969.  The 
study  shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollu¬ 
tion  in  the  region  and  their  type,  area,  owner¬ 
ship,  and  other  characteristics;  the  relative 
contribution  of  each  source;  and  the  impact 
of  each  source  on  water  quality  in  the 
streams  affected. 

“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water- 
using  and  other  activities  which  are  affected 
by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  or  origi¬ 
nating  in  the  region,  and  the  economic  and 
social  costs  and  effects  attributable  to  such 
pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for 
the  control  and  abatement  of  acid  mine  pol¬ 
lution. 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  bene¬ 
fits,  public  and  private,  that  are  likely  to  re-^ 
suit  from  reducing  to  various  levels  acid  mirilf 
pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region  and 
identify  the  types  of  beneficiaries  and  the 
relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such 
beneficiaries. 

“(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of 
Federal,  State,  and  private  interests  in  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimina¬ 
tion  of  acid  mine  pollution- in  the  region  and 
the  relative  costs  which  each  should  bear,  in¬ 
cluding  specifically  (A)  the  extent,  if  any,  to 
which  private  interests  can  bear  the  cost  of 
such  programs  within  the  economics  of 
mining  activity,  (B)  the  effectiveness  of  past 
action  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of 
government  in  remedying  or  controlling  the 
adverse  effects  of  acid  mine  pollution,  (C) 
relationships  which  might  be  established 
among  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  and  with  private  interests,  or  im¬ 
plementing  and  funding  such  programs, 
and  (D)  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal 
and  State  legislation,  including  adequate  en¬ 
forcement  provisions,  for  such  programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appro¬ 
priate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of 
acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  including 
the  identification  of  specific  objectives  and 
costs,  with  due  consideration  to:  (A)  the 
developmental  effects  of  the  program,  (B)  the 
economic  benefits  of  the  program  in  relation 
to  costs,  (C)  the  social  effects  of  the  program, 
(D)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted  financial 


gain  to  private  interests,  and  (E)  the  types 
and  sources  of  aid  required  to  accomplish  the 
program. 

“(c)  (1)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required 
by  the  President,  maintain  accurate  and 
complete  records  of  transactions  and  activi¬ 
ties  financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report 
thereon  to  the  President.  The  records  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  available  for  audit  with 
respect  to  such  grants  by  the  President  and 
the  Comptroller  General  or  their  duly  author¬ 
ized  representatives. 

“(2)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall,  as  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Commission,  maintain  accurate 
and  complete  records  of  transactions  and 
activities  financed  with  Federal  funds  and 
report  thereon  to  the  Commission.  Such 
records  shall  be  available  for  audit  by  the 
President,  the  Comptroller  General,  and  the 
Commission  or  their  duly  authorized  repre¬ 
sentatives. 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $11,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the 
two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section. 
Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000  of  such  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of 
subsection  (b) .” 

Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“PROJECT  APPROVAL 

“Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for 
any  other  assistance  for  a  program  or  project 
under  this  Act  shall  be  made  through  the 
State  member  of  the  Commission  represent¬ 
ing  such  applicant,  and  such  State  member 
shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval. 
Only  applications  for  programs  and  projects 
which  are  approved  by  a  State  member  as 
meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance 
under  the  Act  shall  be  approved  for  assist¬ 
ance.  No  project  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Commission  unless  the  Commission  is  satis¬ 
fied  that  the  project  will  be  properly  admin¬ 
istered,  operated,  and  maintained.” 

Sec.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“authorization  of  appropriations 

“Sec.  401.  In  addition  to  the  appropria¬ 
tions  authorized  in  section  105  and  in  section 
201  for  the  Appalachian  development  high¬ 
way  system  and  local  access  roads,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
President,  to  be  available  until  expended,  not 
to  exceed  $170,000,000  for  the  two-fiscal-year 
period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to  carry  out  this 
Act.” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  en¬ 
titled  “DEFINITION  OF  APPALACHIAN  REGION”,  is 

amended — ■ 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  counties  in  Alabama  after  “Jefferson,”  the 
following:  “Lamar,”  and  after  “Morgan,”  the 
following:  “Pickens,”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating 
to  the  counties  in  Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn, 
Benton,  Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Ita¬ 
wamba,  Kemper,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Marshall, 
Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc,  Pren¬ 
tiss,  Tippah,  Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster, 
and  Winston; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany, 
Broome,  Cattaraugus,  Chautauqua,  Che¬ 
mung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  Otsego, 
Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and 
Tompkins;”;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to 
the  counties  in  Tennessee  after  “Campbell” 
the  following:  “Cannon,”. 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  the  colon  following  "West  Vir¬ 
ginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period, 
and  by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder  of 
such  section  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the 
definition  of  the  Appalachian  region  as  set 
forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Commission  without  a  prior 
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resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  directing  a  study  of  such  change.” 
TITLE  II— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  PUBLIC 

WORKS  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

ACT  OF  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  503  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking  the  semi¬ 
colon  after  clause  (2),  inserting  a  comma, 
and  the  following:  “including  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  comprehensive  long-range  eco¬ 
nomic  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary;”. 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of 
the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this  subsec¬ 
tion  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated  by 
the  Secretary  to  each  regional  commission  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  203.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is 
amended  by  redesignating  such  section  as 
section  510  and  by  inserting  after  section 
508  the  following  new  section  509 : 

“SUPPLEMENTS  TO  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID 
PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  509.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States 
and  other  entities  within  economic  develop¬ 
ment  regions  established  under  this  Act  to 
take  maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter  defined)  for 
which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  be¬ 
cause  of  their  economic  situation,  they  can¬ 
not  supply  the  required  matching  share,  the 
Secretary  shall,  once  a  comprehensive  long- 
range  economic  plan  established  pursuant  to 
clause  (2)  of  section  503(a)  is  in  effect,  pro¬ 
vide  funds  pursuant  to  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions,  to  each  of  the  Federal  Cochairmen  of 
the  regional  commissions  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  established  under  this  title,  to  be  used 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Fed¬ 
eral  contribution  to  projects  under  such  pro¬ 
grams  above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of 
the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  author¬ 
ized  by  the  applicable  law.  No  program  or 
project  authorized  under  this  section  shall 
be  implemented  until  (1)  applications  and 
plans  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have 
been  determined  by  the  responsible  Federal 
official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions 
and  objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  ad¬ 
ministers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission  in¬ 
volved  has  approved  such  program  or  project 
and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the  appli¬ 
cable  criteria  under  section  504  and  will  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  development  of  the  region, 
which  determination  shall  be  controlling. 
Funds  may  be  provided  only  for  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are 
available  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  pro¬ 
grams.  Funds  so  provided  shall  be  available 
without  regard  to  any  appropriation  author¬ 
ization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
shall  not  be  increased  in  excess  of  the  per¬ 
centages  established  by  each  commission,  and 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  80  per  centum  there¬ 
of. 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams’  as  used  in  this  section  means  all  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  in  existence  on 
or  before  December  31,  1967,  assisting  in  the 
acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not 
limited  to  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized 
by  title  I  of  this  Act  and  by  the  following 
Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act; 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act;  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Li¬ 
brary  Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part 
IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communications  Act 
of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of 
1963;  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act 
of  1965;  and  National  Defense  Education 
Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  any 
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program  in  which  loans  or  other  Federal  fi¬ 
nancial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act. 
Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section, 
and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the 
computation  of  allocations  among  the  States 
made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of 
law. 

"(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  Secretary  for  each  of  the 
regional  commissions  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  sum  of  $10,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969. 

"(e)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  through  the  State 
member  of  the  Commission  representing  such 
applicant,  and  such  State  member  shall  eval¬ 
uate  the  application  for  approval.  Only  ap¬ 
plications  for  programs  and  projects  which 
are  approved  by  a  State  member  as  meet¬ 
ing  the  requirements  for  assistance  under 
this  section  shall  be  approved  for  assistance.” 

Sec.  204.  The  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  of  title  VI  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  section: 

“ADMINISTRATION,  OPERATION,  AND 
MAINTENANCE 

“Sec.  604.  No  Federal  assistance  shall  be 
approved  under  this  Act  unless  the  Secretary 
is  satisfied  that  the  project  for  which  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  is  granted  will  be  properly 
and  efficiently  administered,  operated,  and 
maintained.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the 
title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Jim  Wright, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

Fred  Schwengel, 

James  Cleveland, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Jennings  Randolph, 

Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Joseph  Davies  Tydings, 

W.  B.  Spong, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Len  B.  Jordan, 

Howard  H.  Baker,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965,  submit  the  following  statement  in  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  House  amendment  to  the  text  of  the 
bill  strikes  out  all  of  the  Senate  bill  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The 
Senate  recedes  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  and  the  House  amendment.  The  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  House  amendment  and 
the  substitute  agreed  to  in  conference  are 
noted  in  the  following  outline,  except  for  in¬ 
cidental  changes  made  necessary  by  reason 
of  agreements  reached  by  the  conferees  and 
minor  and  clarifying  changes. 

TITLE  I - AMENDMENT  TO  APPALACHIAN  RE¬ 

GIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

References  to  “Act”  and  “section”  in  the 
portion  of  this  statement  which  relates  to 
title  I  of  the  bill  are  references  to  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965 
and  to  sections  of  that  Act. 


Section  201.  Appalachian  highway  program 

The  Senate  bill  amended  section  201  of 
the  Act  to  increase  the  maximum  authorized 
mileage  for  the  local  access  roads  program 
from  1,000  to  2,000  miles.  The  House  amend¬ 
ment  reduced  this  to  1,200  miles.  The  con¬ 
ference  substitute  authorizes  1,600  miles  for 
access  roads. 

Section  202.  Demonstration  health  program 

Sections  202(c)  and  202(d)  of  the  Act,  as 
they  appear  in  the  Senate  bill,  prescribe 
certain  limitations  on  grants  for  operating 
demonstration  health  projects,  authorize 
planning  grants,  and  provide  for  funds  to 
support  the  Commission’s  Health  Advisory 
Committee.  The  House  amendment  did  not 
contain  these  subsections.  The  conference 
substitute  contains  these  subsections  as  they 
appear  in  the  Senate  bill  but  with  two 
modifications:  First,  operating  grants  may 
be  made  only  to  facilities  which  are  publicly 
owned,  or  owned  by  a  public  or  private 
nonprofit  organization,  which  are  not  oper¬ 
ated  for  profit.  Second,  operating  grants 
may  not  be  made  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  satisfied 
that  the  operation  of  the  project  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  under  efficient  management  practices 
designed  to  obviate  operating  deficits. 

Section  20),.  Timber  development  organi¬ 
zations 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  $4  million  for  a 
new  program  of  hardwood  research, '  and 
eliminated  the  specific  authorization  of  funds 
in  existing  law  for  the  timber  development 
organization  program. 

The  House  amendment  authorized  $1  mil¬ 
lion  to  continue  the  timber  development  or¬ 
ganization  program,  and  eliminated  the 
proposed  new  research  program. 

The  confertence  substitute  adopts  the 
provisions  of  the  Senate  bill  with  three 
changes:  First,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
in  making  grants  or  contracts  to  carry  out 
the  research  __  program  must  provide  funds 
first  to  colleges,  universities  and  other  in¬ 
stitutions  of  higher  education  (with  priority 
to  land  grant  schools),  and  thereafter  to 
forest  products  research  institutions  in  the 
region  and  other  appropriate  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  organizations.  Second,  such  schools,  in¬ 
stitutions,  and  organizations  must  have  the 
demonstrated  capability  to  perform  the 
research.  Third,  the  authorization  is  reduced 
to  $2  million. 

Section  21),.  Supplements  to  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs 

(1)  Under  existing  law,  supplemental 
grants  may  be  made  only  for  appropriate 
grant-in-aid  programs  enacted  prior  to 
March  9,  1965,  the  date  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  The 
Senate  bill  broadened  section  214(a)  to  per¬ 
mit  supplemental  grants  for  grant-in-aid 
programs  enacted  subsequent  to  that  date, 
including  programs  to  be  enacted  in  the 
future.  The  House  amendment  permitted 
supplemental  grants  only  for  grant-in-aid 
programs  enacted  on  or  before  August  1, 
1967. 

The  conference  substitute  permits  supple¬ 
mental  grants  for  grant-in-aid  programs  en¬ 
acted  on  or  before  December  31,  1967. 

(2)  The  Senate  bill  authorized  $97  million 
for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  in  1969 
to  carry  out  this  section.  The  House  amend¬ 
ment  reduced  this  authorization  to  $71  mil¬ 
lion. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  bill  in  this  regard. 

Section  302.  Research  and  loccft.  development 
district  administrative  expenses 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  for  the  two- 
fiscal-year  period  ending  in  1969  $13  million 
to  carry  out  section  302.  The  House  amend¬ 
ment  reduced  this  authorization  to  $10  mil¬ 
lion. 

The  conference  substitute  sets  this  author¬ 
ization  at  $11  million. 


TITLE  II - AMENDMENTS  TO  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Supplemental  grants  under  title  V  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965 

( 1 )  The  Senate  bill  amended  title  V  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965  to  require,  in  the  case  of  regional 
commissions  established  under  such  title, 
that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  provide 
funds  for  supplemental  grants,  pursuant  to 
specific  recommendations,  for  each  such 
regional  commission,  once  a  long  range  eco¬ 
nomic  plan  for  the  region  has  been  estab¬ 
lished. 

The  House  amendment  authorized  the 
Secretary  to  provide  supplemental  grants, 
pursuant  to  specific  recommendations  of 
each  regional  commission,  once  such  an  eco¬ 
nomic  plan  has  been  established,  by  allocat¬ 
ing  funds  to  the  heads  of  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  for  that  purpose. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Senate  bill  with  a  technical 
amendment  making  it  clear  that  the  Federal 
Cochairman  of  each  regional  commission  will 
receive  the  funds  provided  for  his  commis¬ 
sion. 

(2)  The  Senate  bill  authorized  supple¬ 
mental  grants  under  title  V  for  appropriate 
basic  grant-in-aid  programs  now  existing  or 
to  be  enacted  in  the  future.  The  House 
amendment  limited  supplemental  grants  to 
grant-in-aid  programs  enacted  as  of  August 
1,  1967.  The  conference  substitute  permits 
supplemental  grants  for  programs  enacted  as 
of  December  31,  1967. 

Project  administration  under  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965 
The  House  amendment  added  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  604  to  title  VI  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  which 
provided  that  no  assistance  shall  be  approved 
under  that  Act  unless  the  responsible  Fed¬ 
eral  official  is  satisfied  that  the  project  will  be 
properly  and  efficiently  administered,  op¬ 
erated,  and  maintained. 

Tlie  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  House  amendment  except  that  it  requires 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  determine  the 
efficiency  of  the  project. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Jim  Wright, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

Fred  Schwengel, 

James  Cleveland, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


(Mr.  ADAIR  asked  and  was  given  per- 
missidp  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  m  the  Record  and  to  include  a 
speech  by  former  Vice  President  Richard 
M.  Nixony 

Mr.  ADA'lR.  Mr.  Speaker,  former  Vice 
President  Richard  M.  Nixon  recently 
spoke  before  the  National  Convocation 
on  World  Hunger,  conducted  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Industrial  s  Conference  Board  on 
September  11,  12,\and  13, 'in  New  York 
City.  Because  his  address  is  so  thought¬ 
ful  and  timely,  I  am  pleased  to  include  it 
herewith :  \ 

America  in  the  WpRLD  City 
(An  address  by  Richard  M.  llixon,  before  the 
National  Convocation  on  ’’World  Hunger” 
conducted  by  the  National  industrial  Con¬ 
ference  Board,  September  11, '12,  13,  1967) 
We  meet  here  tonight  at  a  time  of  turn¬ 
ing — at  the  start  of  the  final  thusd  of  the 
20th  Century — a  period  in  which  th&^emerg- 
ing  patterns  of  growth  and  change  may  well 
set  the  course  of  civilization  for  ages  to 'some. 

Anyone  who  travels  extensively  abroad 
comes  back  with  one  indelible  impression: 
Whether  peace  and  freedom  survive  during 
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this  period  will  depend  upon  the  leadership 
of  tha.  United  States.  Let  us  take  an  inven¬ 
tory  weight  of  America’s  strengths  and 
weakness^  as  it  attempts  to  meet  this 
challenge. 

Never  has\a  nation  had  greater  assets  for 
leadership  tmUi  those  of  the  United  States 
today.  Our  military  power  is  awesome,  our 
economic  superiority  unquestioned.  Wherever 
we  go,  whether  in  Asia,  Europe,  Africa  or 
Latin  America,  we  find  signs  of  the  American 
presence  and  evidence  of  American  influence. 
We  have  military  bases  around  the  world, 
fleets  in  every  ocean;  invevery  country  there 
are  sales  offices  and  subsidiaries  of  American 
companies,  and  the  moviX  house  down  the 
street  is  likely  to  be  pla^ng  Hollywood’s 
latest. 

And  yet,  increasingly,  we  fi^d  signs  of  a 
paradox  of  American  power:  never  has  a 
nation  possessed  such  power  as  \he  United 
States  now  commands,  and  never  \as  a  na¬ 
tion  sought  to  use  its  power  to  no  bier  pur¬ 
pose — but  seldom  has  a  nation  been  so 
mistrusted  in  its  purposes  or  so  frustrated  in 
its  efforts. 

The  gap  is  widening  between  what 
spokesmen  say  and  what  others  believe. 

The  deficit  in  our  balance  of  payments  is'' 
matched  by  a  mounting  deficit  in  our  balance 
of  influence.  Ideas  should  be  our  greatest 
export — and  yet  in  the  market-place  of  ideas, 
people  of  other  nations  are  simply  not  buy¬ 
ing  American. 

In  our  posture  abroad,  in  our  approach 
to  the  conduct  of  foreign  relations,  in  our 
structure  of  alliances,  in  the  terms  in  which 
we  try  to  sell  our  ideas  and  our  policies, 
America  is  succumbing  to  a  creeping 
obsolescence. 

Our  example  has  lost  its  fire.  Our  leader¬ 
ship  has  lost  its  drive.  Increasingly,  we  are 
seen  as  an  old  nation  in  a  new  world. 

We  are  neither  understood  abroad,  nor 
trusted.  If  we  are  to  regain  our  lost  leader¬ 
ship,  there  are  three  things  we  must  do. 

We  must  see  the  world  as  it  is,  not  as  it 
was  or  as  we  might  wish  it  were. 

We  must  face  the  facts  with  a  new  realism. 

We  must  speak  with  a  new  candor. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  what  these  three 
things  mean. 

First,  the  world  as  it  is. 

The  most  striking  impression  from  months 
of  travel  is  that  we  live  in  a  new  world.  Never 
in  human  history  have  so  many  changes 
taken  place  in  the  space  of  one  generation. 
Never  has  the  pace  of  change  been  accelerat¬ 
ing  so  rapidly. 

It  is  a  world  of  new  nations — it  is  a  world, 
of  new  people.  Half  the  world’s  nations  have 
been  born  since  World  War  n — and  half  the 
people  now  living  have  been  born  since  World, 
War  H.  And  to  a  remarkable  extent  this  nei 
generation  has,  as  one  Asian  Prime  Minister 
put  it,  “neither  the  old  guilts  nor  the/old 
fears”  of  the  generation  seared  by  war. 

It  is  a  world  of  new  ideas.  The  old /sms — 
communism,  socialism,  anti-colonialism — 
that  summoned  men  to  revolution  after 
World  War  II,  have  lost  their  magic. 

Communism  is  losing  the  ideological  battle 
with  freedom  in  Asia,  Africa  ana  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  as  well  as  in  Europe.  I a  Africa,  native 
tribalism  and  rebellious  individualism  are 
simply  incompatible  witlythe  rigid  discipline 
a  communist  system  imposes. 

In  Latin  America,  even  while  guerrilla  ac¬ 
tivity  is  increasing,  tile  utter  failure  of  Com¬ 
munism  in  Cuba  Jans  drastically  weakened 
the  appeal  of  Communist  ideology  in  the 
rest  of  the  hemisphere. 

In  Asia,  thsr  remarkable  success  of  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  oriented  economies  in  Japan, 
Korea,  TaiWan,  Malaysia  and  Thailand,  as 
contrasted/ to  the  failure  of  Communism  in 
China  am  the  failure  of  socialism  in  Burma 
and  Indonesia,  makes  it  possible  to  state  un- 
equivj&ally  that  the  only  way  for  the  Com¬ 
munists  to  win  in  Vietnam,  or  anywhere  else 
in /Asia,  is  by  force  and  terror;  they  will 
never  win  by  persuasion. 


All  over  the  world,  whether  from  East  Ger¬ 
many  to  West,  from  Communist  China  to 
free  China,  from  Communist  Cuba  to  the 
free  American  republics,  the  traffic  is  all  one 
way— from  Communism  to  freedom. 

But  while  the  new  generation  is  no  longer 
prisoner  of  the  old  isms,  neither  is  it  bowled 
over  by  American  power  or  mesmerized  by 
the  American  example.  The  young  see  the 
face  of  want  and  the  face  of  hunger  and  the 
face  of  opportunity  and,  above  all,  they 
want  change— change  which  will  bring  prog¬ 
ress  in  solving  these  problems.  Too  often 
America  appears  to  be  the  champion  of  the 
status  quo  rather  than  what  we  are — the 
boldest  architects  of  change  and  progress 
civilization  has  ever  known. 

If  they  are  to  be  won  to  our  concept  of 
what  the  world  should  be,  they  have  got  to 
be  won  by  arguments  they  can  understand, 
in  terms  they  can  believe,  and  for  reasons 
that  suit  their  own  interests. 

Here  in  the  United  States,  we  have  to  rec¬ 
ognize  the  fact  of  a  growing  isolationism.  To 
get  a  better  understanding  of  its  roots,  let 
us  look  back  over  the  years  since  World  War 
II — a  span  that  now  embraces  a  whble  gen¬ 
eration. 

These  years  have  been  a  time  of  painful 
iisillusion. 

,  In  1945  America  was  weary  with  war  but 
alive  with  hope.  There  was  a  feeling  abroad 
in  t>he  land  that  finally,  out  of  the  terribly  J 
catharsis  of  the  most  costly  war  in  histoi 
and  fated  with  the  frightening  dawn  of  /he 
atomic  \ge,  mankind  was  finally  ready  to 
forge  a  peace  that  would  make  the/world 
safe  for  idealism. 

Yet  in  th\  years  since,  we  have/seen  the 
raising  of  siXpessive  waves  of  extravagant 
hope,  only  to  \e  dashed  on  tl^e  hard  rocks 
of  reality. 

There  was  the  tof.  It  was /(born  in  a  glow 
of  euphoria.  The  uNlastedj/out  the  euphoria 
didn’t. 

There  was  the  SoviefiHfiion.  Many  expected 
that  out  of  U.S.- Soviet  cooperation  in  war 
would  come  cooperation  nj  peace.  We  got  an 
Iron  Curtain,  a  col<y  war  aijd  nuclear  black¬ 
mail. 

There  was  Macnfse-tung.  M^ny  thought  his 
“agrarian  reform”  would  bring\the  dawn  of 
a  new  freedonr  in  Asia.  China  gok  a  new  des¬ 
potism.  Asiygot  a  new  imperialist 

There  was  the  wave  of  decolonization. 
Many  thought  that  with  the  bonds  oKempire 
loosened;  the  people  of  the  new  nations'wrould 
spring/to  a  new  prosperity  and  be  inspired 
by  aZew  morality.  We  got  the  crisis  of  want 
and/hunger,  and  we  got  Sukarno  and  Nassfcr 
add  Nkrumah  and  the  Congo  and  Suez  anc 
Lashmir. 

And  there  were  other  disappointments. 
There  was  the  Spirit  of  Geneva,  and  the 
Spirit  of  Camp  David,  and  lately,  for  a  flick¬ 
ering  moment,  the  Spirit  of  Holly  Bush. 
There  was  Castro,  “liberating”  Cuba  from 
Batista’s  dictatorship.  There  was  the  Alliance 
for  Progress,  bom  in  a  great  fanfare  of  words 
and  a  chorus  of  good  intentions. 

Somehow,  underlying  all  this,  there  was  an 
only  vaguely  articulated  sense  that  the  world 
had  entered  a  new  era,  one  in  which  inter¬ 
national  relations  would  be  governed  by  a 
high  code  of  moral  precept  rather  than  by  the 
old  rules  of  national  self-interest. 

But  what  has  happened?  What  has  hap¬ 
pened,  basically,  is  that  people  have  been 
acting  like  people  and  nations  have  been  act¬ 
ing  like  nations. 

The  United  States  has  tried.  We  have  tried 
to  do  what  we  thought  was  right.  We  have 
tried  to  exercise  responsibly  the  role  of  lead¬ 
ership  that  our  power  inevitably  thrusts  upon 
us.  We  have  tried  to  preserve  the  peace.  We 
have  tried  to  maintain  conditions  of  free¬ 
dom  and  Justice  in  the  world. 

We  have  tried  to  help  the  poor  onto  their 
feet.  We  have  tried  to  dampen  the  flames  of 
war  in  those  scattered  corners  where  they 
have  flared.  We  have  tried  to  make  the  UN  a 
forum  for  reason  and  a  force  for  stability. 


But  the  new  morality  we  thought  we  dis-  . 
cerned  in  the  world  was  in  large  measure  ar 
extension  of  our  own  hopes.  We  thought  that 
by  wishing  hard  enough  we  could  make/our 
wish  reality.  We  couldn’t. 

The  result  has  been  frustration, /often 
angry  and  bitter  and  spiteful  frustration. 

Thus  frustrated,  it’s  a  natural  /tendency 
of  many  to  turn  inward— to  say  /nat  if  the 
world  is  no  better  than  it  is,  \Y  hardly  de¬ 
serves  our  efforts  or  our  sacrifices. 

But  if  we  yield  to  this  temptation,  we  will 
have  answered  “no”  to  the  great  question 
that  confronts  us  on  this/the  threshhold  of 
the  final  Third  of  the  20Vh  Century :  whether 
America  has  the  stayi/g  power,  whether  it 
has  the  will,  the  vision,  the  sense  of  its  own 
destiny  and  of  the  /place  this  generation  of 
Americans  is  cal  lest  on  to  play  in  history,  to 
meet  the  challenge  of  leadership  in  a  world 
that  has  no  otner  place  we  can  safely  let  it 
look  for  that  leadership. 

If  our  leadership  is  to  be  effective,  we  have 
to  be  beliejred. 

And  iryEurope,  in  Africa,  in  Latin  America, 
in  magy  parts  of  Asia,  we  simply  are  not 
believe 

Nor  will  we  be  believed  as  long  as  we  engage 
in  Sanctimonious  sermonizing  that  irritates 
o >ya  friends,  bores  our  enemies  and  leaves  the 
cynical  unconvinced. 

Take  Vietnam. 

It’s  not  enough  to  moralize  about  our  be¬ 
ing  there  to  defend  democracy  or  guarantee 
freedom  of  choice,  or  to  fall  back  on  frail 
legalisms  about  the  SEATO  treaty  or  the 
meaning  of  the  Tonkin  Resolution. 

The  plain  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we  are 
fighting  in  Vietnam  for  the  same  reason  we 
fought  in  World  War  I  and  World  War  n  and 
Korea:  because  our  vital  national  interest  is 
at  stake. 

Or  take  foreign  aid. 

In  the  20  years  since  the  Marshall  Plan 
was  launched  the  United  States  has  spent 
nearly  $117  billion  on  its  aid  programs  over¬ 
seas. 

Why  have  we  given  this  aid? 

Because  we  are  humanitarians,  we  like  to 
say. 

Well,  we  are.  But  this  isn’t  enough  of  a 
reason.  And  the  world  doesn’t  believe  it. 

Our  aid  programs  are  distrusted  abroad  for 
the  same  reason  they’re  in  trouble  at  home: 
because  we  have  not  frankly  stressed  the 
simple  fact  that  by  helping  others  we  help 
ourselves. 

If  Americans  are  going  to  be  taxed  in  order 
that  the  peasants  of  India  can  eat  or  the 
lands  of  the  Middle  East  be  irrigated  or  fer¬ 
tilizer  plants  built  in  Africa,  the  American 
.has  got  to  be  told  why  this  is  in  America’s 
\nterest. 

If  people  abroad  are  going  to  believe  us 
when  we  say  that  our  development  aid  is  not 
the  opening  wedge  of  a  new  imperialism,  they 
have  got  to  be  shown  why  their  prosperity  is 
in  America’s  own  interest. 

And  vXj  is  it  in  our  interest? 

Indeed,  \  lot  of  Americans  are  asking  the 
same  questrbn — demanding  bluntly  to  know 
why  we  shoufii  be  spending  money  on  poverty 
abroad  when  qur  own  cities  are  exploding 
with  poverty  at  home. 

One  answer  is, \f  course,  that  it’s  simply 
good  business.  PooXcountries  are  poor  mar¬ 
kets  for  American  exports,  and  rich  countries 
are  good  market.  Worid  trade  is  a  little  bit 
like  a  poker  game:  everybody  has  to  have 
some  chips  in  order  to  play 

But  there  is  a  larger  fi^id  more  urgent 
answer. 

Marshall  McLuhan  says  modern  communi¬ 
cations  have  tinned  the  world  into  a  “global 
village.”  I  would  go  beyond  thatVThe  world 
is  becoming  one  great  city — with,  all  the 
strains  and  all  the  tensions  and  all\the  ex¬ 
plosive  potential  that  implies.  Distances  are 
shrinking,  time-spans  are  shortening,  PHdli- 
zations  centuries  apart  in  developmentNare 
suddenly  side-by-side— and  in  full  view 
one  another.  And  as  the  rich  and  the 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  again  reported  continuing  appropriations  measure,  and 
several  members  discussed  situation.  Senate  debated  poverty  bill.  House  agreed  to 
conference  report  on  Appalachia  bill.  House  committee  reported  pay  bill.  Sen.  Nel¬ 
son  introduced  and  discussed  dairy  marketing  bill. 
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1.  APPALACHIA.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  602,  to  continue  and  amend  the 

Appalachia  program,  pp.  H12637-9 

2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  J.  Res.  853,  making 
continuing  appropriations  until  Oct.  10  (H.  Rept.  724)  (p.  H12743).  Rep.  Mahon 
isked  consent  for  consideration  of  the  measure,  but  Rep.  Bow  objected,  saying 
it  is  the  same  language  as  recommitted  previously,  but  suggesting  that  the  Rules 
Committee  be  asked  to  clear  a  rule  under  which  his  amendment  could  be  in  order. 


2 


Reps.  Mahon,  Albert,  Gerald  R.  Ford,  and  Ottinger  discussed  the  matter,  pp. 
[12634-7,  H12711 


3.  PAYpyPOSTAL  RATES.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  w:j 
amendment  H.  R.  7977,  the  Federal  pay  and  postal  rates  bill  (H.  Rept. 
p.  H12V43 


4.  FOREIGN  TRXjDE.  Passed,  340-29,  without  amendment  H.  R.  478,  to  arnemr  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  to  establish  procedures  to  relieve  domestic  industries  and 
workers  injured  by  increased  imports  from  low-wage  areas,  pp.  H,12631-4,  H12639- 
71 

Rep.  Berry  inserted  Rep.  Langen's  speech  deploring  mink  imports  and  critici¬ 
zing  this  Department  for  not  recommending  emergency  loans  tg/ mink  producers, 
pp.  H12684-6 

Rep.  Nelsen  inserted  an  article  deploring  the  mink  import  situation,  pp, 
H12698-9 

Rep.  Curtis  said  Jap\n  and  other  countries  might  restrict  importation  of  our 
agricultural  commodities  ^in  retaliation  to  a  U.  S.  restriction  on  textile  im¬ 
ports.  p.  H12686  \  /  i 

Rep.  Curtis  inserted  a  back's  analysis  of  the  Kennedy  Round  tariff  negotia¬ 
tions.  pp.  H12687-9 


5.  PERSONNEL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  obi  S.  1320,  to  provide  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  career  status  by  certain  temporary, employees  who  have  been  working  in 
permanent  jobs  but  have  been  denieaSpareqr  status  through  no  fault  of  their  own, 
p.  H12637 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Reps.  Friedel  and  Cohelan  recommended  the  President’s  development 
Program  for  Southeast  Asia.  pp.  H12672-3V  H12714 

Received  the  report  of  the  National  Advisory  Council  on  International  Mone¬ 
tary  and  Financial  Policies  on  the  Asian  Development  Bank  (H.  Doc.  166).  p. 
H12743 


7.  TRUTH  IN  LENDING.  Rep.  Sullivan  recommended  a  strong  truth-in- lending  bill  and 
said  the  President  asked  her  to  fight  for  it.  p.  N12672 


8.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Friedel  inserted  statements  supporting  cbe  Job  Corps,  pp.  H12674- 
5  \ 

Rep.  Mink  inserted  statements  on  visits  to  Job  Corps  \am ps  by  members  of 
Congress,  pp.  H12709-11  \ 

Rep.  Gonzalez  said  poverty-program  employees  helped  receipt  flood  victims. 

P.  H12716 


9.  CENSUS.  Rep.  Betts  discussed  problems  in  planning  for  the  1970  census,  pp, 
H12677-81  X 


10.  TOBACCO.  Rep.  Talcott  spoke  in  favor  of  additional  legislation  to  discourage 
smoking,  p.  H12702 


11.  SCIENCE  WEEK.  Rep.  O’Neal,  Ga. ,  inserted  Secretary  Freeman’s  speech  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  Agricultural  Science  Week.  pp.  H12724-6 


12/  AIR  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Mnvphy,  N.  V.  .  veoommcndcd  legislation  to  control  air  pollu¬ 
tion.  pp.  Ill  9  7 T6  - 7 
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lay  I  repeat,  I  have  no  apologies  to 
offe\  to  anyone  for  my  vote  to  recommit 
the  \pntinuing  appropriation  bill  on 
yesterday. 

May  xsthank  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  again  for  yielding  so  that  I  could 
indicate  tnat  I  think  for  myself.  If  the 
time  should'ever  come  that  the  people 
downtown  have  to  do  my  thinking,  then 
I  will  get  out  of  che  Congress. 

Mr.  BOW.  Miv\£3peaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yiEjd  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  SpeakV,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi,  the  chairman  of  the 
Rules  Committee,  has  said  it  was  the 
usual  practice  for  the  chairman  of  a 
committee  and  the  ranhink  minority 
member  to  request  a  heax-ing.  The  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  did  not 'give  me 
an  opportunity  to  join  with  him/but  at 
this  time  I  should  like  to  say  L  request 
a  hearing  from  the  Rules  Committee 
today,  so  that  we  may  proceed. 


PROCEDURE  RELATING  TO  CON¬ 
TINUING  APPROPRIATIONS,  1968 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given 
pel-mission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of 
the  situation  confronting  the  House  and 
the  extreme  gravity  that  would  be  in¬ 
volved  if  we  were  to  suri-ender  to  the 
President  the  power  of  the  purse  by 
mandating  him  to  reduce  or  rescind  ap¬ 
propriations  in  the  amount  of  $5  bil¬ 
lion,  thus  relinquishing  all  control  over 
such  action  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  I  shall  ask  the  Committee  on 
Rules  to  give  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  an  opportunity  to  appear  on 
Monday  next,  at  a  suitable  time,  and 
request  a  rule  so  that  the  continuing 
resolution  can  be  brought  before  the 
House  next  Tuesday.  I  think  this  would 
be  fair  to  all  Members  concerned  in 
view  of  the  facts  involved. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  This  is  the 
time  schedule  that  he,  as  chaiiman  oi 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  Xs 
recommending  to  the  House  as  a  whc ne? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  am  taking  full  respon¬ 
sibility  for  the  course  of.  action,  Jiaving 
been  forced  to  do  so  because  of/my  in¬ 
ability  to  get  unanimous  consent. 


ACQUISITION  OF  CAREER  STATUS 
BY  TEMPORARY  GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES— CONFERENCE  RE¬ 

PORT 

Mr.  HENDERSON^  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(S.  1320)  to  pimnde  for  the  acquisition 
of  career  status  by  certain  temporary 
employees  of/Che  Federal  Government, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers' on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The/Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
thpa-equest  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
rolina? 


There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clei-k  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  27,  1967.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON  (during  the  read¬ 
ing)  .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  further  reading  of  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER  pi'o  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert)  .  Is  thei-e  objection  to  the  i-equest 
of  the  gentleman  from  North  Cai-olina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
need  for  this  legislation  was  developed 
through  an  investigation  made  by  the 
Manpower  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit¬ 
tee  of  our  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee,  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission.  The  investiga¬ 
tion  disclosed  that  some  19,000  Federal 
employees  have  been  working  in  perma¬ 
nent  Government  positions  but  have 
been  denied  career  status  through  no 
fault  of  their  own. 

S.  1320,  with  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Committee  amendments,  passed  the 
louse  July  11,  1967,  by  voice  vote. 

\The  committee  of  conference  on  tb 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
worked  out  a  compi'omise  of  the  com¬ 
paratively  minor  differences  aiyi  the 
conference  agreement  represents  legis¬ 
lation  that  will  carry  out  the  intention 
of  the  House  to  correct  the  situation  dis¬ 
closed  by  ovjr  subcommittee  investiga¬ 
tion. 

The  Senate  Version  excluded  “overseas 
limited  appointments”  from  coverage  of 
the  bill — a  provision  > not  in  the  House 
version — and  the  Isgmferees  agreed  on 
this  exclusion,  whwkis  reasonable  and 
consistent  with  t^ie  overall  pui-poses  of 
the  legislation. 

The  conferee^  agreed  oxisthe  House  pro¬ 
vision  to  gr/nt  propei'ly  qualified  em¬ 
ployees  career  status  after\3  years  of 
satisfactory  service,  in  lieu  oY  the  Sen¬ 
ate’s  requirement  for  4  yeax-s  of  service 
plus  certification  that  the  individual's 
wox-k/s  “equivalent”  to  work  of  e: 
ees /appointed  through  the  regular 
positive  procedure.  \  \> 

Both  Senate  and  House  versions  r 
''quired  the  employees  to  take  “suitable' 
noncompetitive  examinations”  to  qualify 
for  career  status,  but  the  House  further 
defined  this  as  an  unassembled  noncom¬ 
petitive  examination.  The  conferees 
agreed  to  remove  the  “unassembled” 
definition,  in  order  that  the  noncompeti¬ 
tive  examinations  which  ai-e  given  may 
be  pi-operly  adapted  to  suit  all  of  the 
individual  positions  concerned. 

With  respect  to  the  postal  employees 
who  otherwise  qualify,  the  Senate  bill 
made  appropriate  provision  by  amend¬ 
ment  to  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  postal  code, 
whereas  the  House  bill  coupled  both 
postal  and  other  employees  together  to 
accomplish  the  same  objective  in  title 
5,  United  States  Code.  The  conference 
agreement  makes  the  appropriate 
changes  in  title  39  for  postal  employees. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  conference 
agreement  maintains  in  effect  the  his¬ 
toric  ratio  of  regular  postal  employees 
to  substitute  postal  employees  at  5  to  1. 

Since  one  l-esult  of  this  legislation  will 
be  that  employees  holding  temporary 


appointments  in  permanent  positior 
who  do  not  qualify  for  conversion  /to 
career  appointments  will  be  separated, 
the  conference  agreement  adopt/  the 
Senate  provision  for  a  240-day  gr/ce  pe¬ 
riod  before  any  such  nonqualifying  em¬ 
ployee  is  automatically  separ/ted. 

Both  the  House  and  the /Senate  bill 
pi’oposed  revisions  of  existing  law  per¬ 
taining  to  the  making  of  initial  appoint¬ 
ments  within  and  outside  the  competi¬ 
tive  civil  service  ox/  other  than  a 
permanent  basis.  The/existing  law  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  first/sentence  of  section 
1310(a)  of  the  Svtfaplemental  Appiropi’i- 
ation  Act,  1952/-annotated  to  section 
3101  of  title  5^United  States  Code.  That 
sentence  places  a  statutory  ceiling  on 
the  numbex/of  permanent  employees  in 
the  competitive  civil  service,  now  set  at 
110  percent  of  the  total  number  of  per- 
m alien/ employees  on  September  1,  1950, 
excluding  the  Postal  Field  Service. 

The  Senate  bill,  in  addition  to  the 
la/guage  of  the  House  bill  which  elimi- 
,tes  the  obsolete  110-percent  ceiling, 
Explicitly  states  that  the  purpose  of  that 
ceiling  was  “to  limit  the  number  of  per¬ 
manent  employees  to  that  required  for 
the  efficiency  of  the  Federal  civil  serv¬ 
ice.”  The  conference  agreement  adopts 
these  additional  Senate  pi'ovisions, 
which  are  deemed  to  be  desirable  ex- 
planatory  material  with  respect  to  the 
identical  purposes  and  effects  of  both 
the  House  and  the  Senate  revisions  of 
the  existing  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  represents  an  excellent  and  long- 
needed  measure.  It  is  in  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  Government,  in  accord  with 
long-standing  congressional  policy  that 
permanent  career  positions  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  filled  by  qualified  ca¬ 
reer  appointees,  and  fair  to  the  employ¬ 
ees  who  have  earned  and  deserve  career 
appointments  in  recognition  of  their 
substantial  texms  of  Government  service. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  on  the  conference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

r.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unaxkmous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  nave  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
conference  report  just  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pie  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  ohe  request  of  the  gentleman 
fxem  North  Carolina? 

There  was  no\bjection. 


APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVEL¬ 
OPMENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1967— CONFERENCE  REPORT  ' 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
602)  to  revise  and  extend  the  Appalach¬ 
ian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965, 
and  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965, 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
statement  of  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 


H 12638 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


September  28,  1967 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  26, 1967.) 

Mr.  FALLON  (during  the  reading). 
Mk.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  further  reading  of  the  statement  of 
the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Albert)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conferees  on  this  bill 
met  for  2  days  and  the  differences  have 
been  resolved  in  what  I  think  is  a  fair, 
modest,  reasonable  bill. 

I  should  point  out  at  the  outset  that 
the  mood  of  the  House  to  cut  spending 
has  been  preserved  by  the  conferees.  The 
overall  authorization  as  provided  by  the 
Senate  in  this  bill — section  401 — was  cut 
in  the  House  committee  by  $53  million 
and  on  the  House  floor  by  an  additional 
$50  million.  The  Senate  receded  to  agree 
with  the  House  cuts  which  provide  an 
overall  authorization  for  this  program 
for  the  next  2  years  of  $170  million. 

Within  the  $170  million  total  authori¬ 
zation  ceiling,  funds  for  the  supplemental 
grant-in-aid  section  were  restored  to  the 
Senate  figure  of  $97  million.  The  Senate 
wanted  this  figure  restored  because  the 
supplemental  assistance  programs  under 
this  section  have  been  one  of  the  most 
effective  weapons  in  the  attack  on  Appa¬ 
lachian  problems.  There  is  evidence  that 
the  full  amount  can  be  utilized,  and  the 
conferees  agreed  to  the  restoration. 

Section  202,  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
of  the  demonstration  health  program 
section  as  they  appear  in  the  Senate  bill, 
which  prescribe  certain  limitations  on 
grants  for  operating  demonstration 
health  projects,  authorize  planning 
grants  and  provide  funds  to  support  the 
Appalachian  Commission’s  Health  Advi¬ 
sory  Committee,  which  were  not  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House  amendment,  were 
adopted  by  the  House  conferees.  The  con¬ 
ference  substitute  contains  these  sub¬ 
sections  with  two  modifications: 

First.  Operating  grants  may  be  made 
only  to  facilities  which  are  specifically 
owned  or  operated  by  a  public  or  private 
nonprofit  oi-ganization  and  which  are  not 
opei-ated  for  profit. 

Second.  Operating  grants  may  not  be 
made  unless  the  Secretaiy  of  Health,  Ed¬ 
ucation,  and  Welfare  is  satisfied  that  the 
operation  of  the  project  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  under  efficient  management  prac¬ 
tices  designed  to  obviate  opex-ating  defi¬ 
cits. 

The  remaining  changes  ai'e  relatively 
minor. 

The  Senate  language  was  restored  in 
section  204  which  pi'ovides  a  program  for 
research  on  Appalachia  hardwood  prod¬ 
ucts.  An  authorization  of  $2  million  for 
this  section  was  agreed  to.  Priority  must 
be  given  to  grants  to  colleges,  univer¬ 
sities,  and  other  institutions  of  higher 
education  with  demonstrated  capability 
in  the  field. 


The  access  road  mileage  under  section 
201  in  the  Senate  bill  provided  a  maxi¬ 
mum  mileage  of  2,000  miles.  The  House 
cut  this  figure  to  1,200  miles.  The  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  the  maximum  mileage 
limit  of  1,600  miles. 

The  authoi'ization  for  administrative 
expenses  of  local  development  districts 
and  for  research  under  section  302  was 
compx-omised  at  $11  million. 

Title  II  of  the  bill  which  deals  with 
the  other  regional  commissions  author¬ 
ized  xxnder  title  V  of  the  Public  Works 
and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965 
was  agreed  on  in  essentially  the  same 
form  approved  by  the  House. 

Senate  language  was  inserted  simply 
for  clarification.  There  was  no  substan¬ 
tive  change  in  the  authorization  of  funds 
for  the  regional  commissions. 

With  these  few  exceptions,  the  House 
bill  was  accepted.  Virtually  all  House 
committee  amendments  were  accepted 
and  the  key  $50  million  cut  voted  by  the. 
full  House  stands  in  the  conference  re- 

POl’t. 

I  ui'ge  the  adoption  of  the  conference 
report  on  S.  602. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]  such  time  as  he  may  consume. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ferees  did  maintain  the  $50  million  re¬ 
duction  in  authorizations  for  nonhigh¬ 
way  progx-ams  in  accordance  with  the 
decisive  action  which  was  taken  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  on  September  14,  as 
explained  in  the  conference  report,  some 
$220  million,  as  contained  in  the  com¬ 
mittee-reported  bill,  which  bill  itself  had 
been  cut  to  the  extent  over  $50  million 
from  the  Senate-passed  amoxrnt  by  the 
House  subcommittee,  being  subsequently 
reduced  by  the  floor  vote  to  $170  million. 
Thus,  the  $50  million  cut  in  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  nonhighway  Appalachian  pi'o- 
grams  was  retained  in  confei'ence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  other  amendment 
that  was  adopted  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  was  the  Waggormer  amendment 
relating  to  the  operation  of  demonstra¬ 
tion  health  facilities  which  amendment, 
4n  effect,  struck  out  subsection  (c)  of 
section  202  of  the  bill.  This  is  explained 
on  page  14  of  the  report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  now  before  us 
and  the  conference  report  speaks  for 
themselves. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conferees  were  able 
to  retain  certain "  language  that  limits 
expenditures.  I  refer  also  to  page  14  of 
the  report  which  relates  to  matching 
grants  being  made  only  to  facilities 
which  are  publicly  owned  and  are  oper¬ 
ated  by  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization,  an  oi'ganization  not  operated 
for  a  profit;  and  this  also  applies  only 
when  they  are  operated  under  efficient 
management  procedures. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  main¬ 
tained  practically  all  of  its  positions  and 
the  actions  which  were  adopted  by  the 
House  during  its  consideration  of  this 
matter  in  the  Comxxiittee  of  the  Whole 
to  the  Senate  bill,  as  compared  with  that 
of  the  other  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  opinion  that  all 


in  all  the  confei’ees  did  a  very  fine  job  on 
this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  were  some  sums 
which  were  increased  in  certain  pro¬ 
grams.  However,  they  were  all  limited  by 
this  ceiling  figure  of  $170  million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  increases  in  a  spe¬ 
cific  program  such  as  loan  grants,  the 
conferees  felt  that  greater  emphasis 
should  be  placed  upon  that  paiticular 
pi-ogram,  as  compared,  for  instance,  to 
the  other  programs  under  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon] 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Floi-ida  for  his  con¬ 
tribution. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  Of  coxirse  I  am  delighted 
to  yield  to  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
gentleman  fi’om  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Dorn]. 

(Mr.  DORN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  , 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
commend  my  distingxiished  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon] 
for  his  untiring  efforts  and  great  leader¬ 
ship  in  behalf  of  this  legislation,  as  well 
as  the  other  members  of  the  Comirxittee 
on  Public  Works  for  bringing  this  con¬ 
ference  report  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
for  consideration  of  the  membei'ship  to¬ 
day.  I  wholeheartedly  support  this  legis¬ 
lation  and  hope  and  urge  that  this  con¬ 
ference  report  be  unanimously  adopted 
today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  been  my  great 
honor  and  privilege  to  serve  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
palachia  of  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee,  chaired  by  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama,  the  Honorable 
Robert  E.  Jones.  I  want  to  especially 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
for  his  untiring  efforts  and  for  his  great 
leadership  in  the  committee  and  here  in 
this  House  in  behalf  of  this  important 
legislation.  Mr.  Jones  is  keenly  aware  of 
the  needs  of  Appalachia  and  it  is  largely 
through  his  leadership  that  this  program 
has  become  tmly  a  model  in  Fedei'al- 
State  programs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  textile  industry  is  the 
largest  single  employer  of  persons  in  Ap¬ 
palachia.  The  manmade-fiber  industry 
is  a  most  important  part  of  that  indus- 
try  employing  many  thousands  of  per¬ 
sons  in  Appalachia.  I  placed  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  supplemental  views  de¬ 
tailing  the  importance  of  this  great 
indxxstry  to  this  region  of  our  coxmtry. 
Those  supplemental  views  follow : 

Additional  Views  of  Hon.  William 
Jennings  Bryan  Dorn 

I  wholeheartedly  support  S.  602  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 
The  Appalachian  program  conceived  in  1965 
over  the  last  2  years  has  proved  to  be  a 
needed  and  necessary  one  for  the  region  and 
one  which  will,  I  believe  over  the  next  few 
years,  enhance  greatly  the  entire  economic 
development  of  the  region.  I  would  com¬ 
mend  particularly  those  who  administer  the 
program  including  the  former  Federal  Co- 
chairman  John  L.  Sweeney,  the  present  Fed¬ 
eral  Cochairman  Joe  W.  Fleming  and  his 
alternate,  Fred  B.  Burke. 
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One  of  the  most  important  industries  in 
the  entire  Appalachian  region  and  one  whose 
growth  I  have  consistently  supported  and 
encouraged  is  the  textile  industry.  During 
the  hearings  before  the  committee  testimony 
was  presented  which  underlines  a  problem 
which  threatens  to  affect  adversely  the  main¬ 
tenance  and  expansion  of  manufacturing  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  Appalachian  region.  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  textile  industries,  testimony  and 
data  were  presented  indicating  that  to  an 
impressive  degree  manufacturing  employ¬ 
ment  in  Appalachia  is  concentrated  in  the 
man-made  fiber  producing  industry  and  the 
textile  and  apparel  industries  utilizing  cot¬ 
ton,  wool,  and  man-made  fibers.  A  large  and 
rapidly  rising  volume  of  imports  of  man¬ 
made  staple  fiber,  filaments,  and  filament 
yarn  and  textile  and  apparel  articles  of  cot¬ 
ton,  wool,  and  man-made  fiber  are  threaten¬ 
ing  to  impair  the  maintenance  of  employ¬ 
ment  in  these  industries.  The  textile  indus¬ 
try  spokesman  called  attention  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  facts : 

(1)  The  total  number  of  jobs  in  the  tex¬ 
tile  industry,  as  defined  above,  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region  is  about  453,000. 

(2)  In  a  significant  number  of  counties  in 
Pennsylvania,  Kentucky,  Virginia,  Tennessee, 
North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  and 
Alabama,  75  percent  or  more  of  all  manu¬ 
facturing  jobs  are  directly  in  this  textile 
industry.  In  an  even  greater  number  of  coun¬ 
ties  in  these  States  and  in  West  Virginia, 
from  50  to  75  percent  of  all  manufacturing 
jobs  are  directly  in  the  textile  industry.  In 
the  remaining  counties  of  the  Appalachian 
region,  the  textile  industry  provides  not  less 
than  from  12  to  50  percent  of  all  manufac¬ 
turing  jobs. 

(3)  In  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  the  textile 
industry  accounts  for  13  percent  of  all  manu¬ 
facturing  jobs,  but  in  the  Appalachian  region 
this  industry  supplies  26  percent  of  all  manu¬ 
facturing  jobs.  If  the  counties  in  New  York, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Ohio  are  excluded,  the 
textile  industry  supplies  41  percent  of  all 
manufacturing  jobs  in  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion. 

(4)  Within  the  Appalachian  region  and 
the  area  within  50  miles  beyond  its  borders, 
the  textile  industry  accounts  for  a  total  of 
1,022,000  manufacturing  jobs.  This  is  nearly 
one-half  of  the  employment  in  the  textile  in¬ 
dustry  in  the  Nation,  and  24  percent  of  total 
manufacturing  employment  in  that  enlarged 
area. 

(5)  While  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  governments  of  the  States  included  in 
the  Appalachian  region  are  cooperating 
through  the  programs  developed  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  an  increase  in  the  pace  of  eco¬ 
nomic  activity  within  the  region,  including 
the  creation  of  additional  jobs  in  the  manu¬ 
facturing  sector,  imports  of  man-made 
fibers  and  textile  products  of  cotton,  wool, 
and  man-made  fibers,  including  apparel,  are 
increasing  at  an  alarming  rate.  Between  the 
year  ended  June  30,  1961,  and  the  calendar 
year  1966,  imports  of  cotton  textiles  increased 
by  72  percent,  wool  textiles  by  34  percent,  and 
man-made  fiber  textiles  by  146  percent. 

While  imports  of  cotton  textiles  are  subject 
to  regulation  for  the  next  3  years  under  the 
terms  of  the  extended  long-term  cotton  tex¬ 
tile  arrangement,  there  is  no  system  of  pro¬ 
viding  for  quantitative  limitation  on  imports 
of  man-made  fibers,  and  textile  products  in¬ 
cluding  apparel  of  man-made  fiber  and  of 
wool.  The  textile  industry  warned  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  impact  of  these  mounting 
imports  of  man-made  fibers  and  textile  and 
apparel  products  of  all  fibers  in  the  U.S. 
market  will  be  heavily  centered  on  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  Appalachian  region  as  a  result  of 
the  concentration  of  the  industry’s  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  region.  Failure  on  the  part  of 
the  U.S.  Government  to  achieve  some  reason¬ 
able  control  over  these  textile  imports  could 
neutralize  the  benefits  for  the  Appalachian 
region  and  employment  within  the  region 
which  the  Federal  programs  authorized  by 


the  proposed  amendments  to  the  Appala¬ 
chian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  are 
intended  to  secure.— 

I  realize  that  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
regulation  of  foreign  trade,  and  is  therefore 
powerless  to  initiate  remedial  action  on  this 
textile  import  problem.  I  therefore  take  this 
opportunity  to  present  this  information  to 
the  chairman  and  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means  with  a  request  that—, 
that  committee  give  the  matter  the  earliest 
practicable  consideration. 

William  Jennings  Bryan  Dorn. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  ap¬ 
proval  of  this  conference  report  repre¬ 
sents  a  great  and  historic  milestone  in 
the  Ozarka  Region  of  Oklahoma,  Arkan¬ 
sas,  Missouri,  and  Kansas. 

The  $20,000,000  authorized  for  this 
fiscal  year  and  next  year  will  break  the 
ground,  with  administrative  funds  and 
supplement  grants-in-aid,  for  major 
new  programs  in  vocational  education, 
conservation,  and  development  in  our 
region  of  the  country. 

Of  this  sum,  $5,000,000  is  authorized 
for  administration,  technical  assistance 
and  research  by  the  Ozarka  Regional 
Commission,  under  the  able  leadership 
of  Federal  Cochairman  William  Mc- 
Candless. 

The  balance  of  the  sum,  if  we  are  suc¬ 
cessful  in  securing  appropriations,  will 
be  the  grant-in-aid  supplements  for  proj¬ 
ects  of  regional  significance  in  the  area, 
contributing  directly  to  economic  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  area. 

Next  to  the  Arkansas  River  develop¬ 
ment  program,  this  is  the  brightest  star 
in  the  sky  today  to  lead  our  way  to 
economic  development  in  eastern  Okla¬ 
homa.  I  deeply  appreciate  the  support 
which  this  program  has  received  from 
my  colleagues  from  the  House  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  I  am  also  extremely 
grateful  for  the  leadership  which  has 
been  demonstrated  in  the  other  body  by 
U.S.  Senator  Fred  R.  Harris,  who  has 
been  an  outstanding  spokesman  for  re¬ 
gional  development  and  the  Ozarka  pro¬ 
gram.  With  the  able  assistance  of  our 
senior  Senator,  Hon.  Mike  Monroney, 
Senator  Harris  has  played  a  key  role  in 
the  advancement  of  the  Ozarka  program 
in  this  Congress. 

Let  us  now  go  forward  together  to 
secure  the  funds  which  are  authorized  by 
this  bill  to  advance  the  program. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  I  will  be  very  happy 
to  see  the  House  agree  to  the  conference 
report  on  the  Appalachian  Regional  Act 
Amendments  of  1967.  One  of  the  out¬ 
standing  features  of  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gional  program  is  the  demonstration 
health  projects.  During  my  service  in  the 
Congress,  I  have  been  a  strong  supporter 
of  health  legislation. 

The  demonstration  health  projects  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  Act  has  been  one  of  the  most 
significant  steps  taken  in  recent  years 
toward  the  promotion  of  better  health  in 
the  Appalachian  region. 

Under  the  conference  report  the 
demonstration  health  projects  program 
should  move  forward.  A  health  project 
has  been  approved  for  Burke  County, 
N.C.,  one  of  the  great  counties  I  am 
privileged  to  represent  in  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  hopeful  that  final 
action  on  the  legislation  will  be  expedited 


and  that  we  shall  have  the  President’s 
approval  within  the  next  several  days. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXT! 


I  ask 
Members 
to  ex¬ 
conference 


Mr.  FALLON.  Mr. 
unanimous  consent  that 
have  5  legislative  days  in 
tend  their  remarks  on 
report  just  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro tfempore  (Mr.  Al 
bert).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  fyom  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

ESTABLISHING  PROCEDURES  TO 
RELIEV^  DOMESTIC  INDUSTRIES 
AND  WORKERS  INJURED  BY  IN- 
!ED  IMPORTS  FROM  LOW- 
WAGE  AREAS 

'.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
tlydt  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  478)  to  amend  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  to  establish 
procedures  to  relieve  domestic  industries 
and  workers  injured  by  increased  im¬ 
ports  from  low-wage  areas. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert)  .  The  question  is  on  the  motion  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consid¬ 
eration  on  the  bill  H.R.  478,  with  Mr. 
Brooks  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Per¬ 
kins]  will  be  recognized  for  1  hour,  and 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Sell]  will  be  recognized  for  1  hour. 

JVIr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act,  to  establish  procedures  to  relieve 
domestic  industries  and  workers  injured 
by  increased\  imports  from  low-wage 
areas.  Insofar  as  I  know,  all  the  Ameri¬ 
can  industries  ar^  supporting  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

This  legislation  \Vhich,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  should  be  much  stronger,  is  long 
overdue.  The  coal  field\of  eastern  Ken¬ 
tucky  in  the  early  1950’s\lost  their  mar¬ 
ket  for  coal  on  the  eastern,  seaboard  be¬ 
cause  of  competition  from  residual  fuel 
oil,  largely  produced  by  slave  labor  in 
Venezuela.  And  that  situation.,  prevails 
throughout  the  whole  Appalachian  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  notNgoing 
to  solve  all  the  problems;  it  is  not 
to  upset  or  affect  any  existing  trade 
agreements  in  effect  at  the  present  timfc 
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bLt  it  will  have  an  impact  on  all  Ameri- 
canMndustry. 

I  personally  believe  it  will  help  protect 
the  textile  people  and  the  steel  people 
from  undue  competition  based  wholly 
upon  cheap  labor.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Dent]  perhaps  is  the 
foremost  authority  on  this  subject  in 
this  Chamber\l  make  that  statement 
beftause  the  gentleman  has  studied  the*' 
impact  of  importssun  American  employ¬ 
ment  more  so  tha\  any  other  Member 
of  this  body.  He  has  not  only  studied 
it  since  he  became  a\Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  for  the  last  10  yeVs,  but  he  stud¬ 
ied  it  when  he  was  in  the  General  As¬ 
sembly  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania.  Since  Mr.  Dent  came  to  the 
Congress  he  has  carried  on  a.  continu¬ 
ous  study,  official  or  otherwise; 

I  think  enough  of  us  here  retoember 
when  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
first  took  an  official  look  into  the\im- 
pact  of  imports  on  American  emp 
ment,  back  in  1961  and  1962.  At  thi 
time,  he  chaired  an  ad  hoc  subcommit¬ 
tee  established  for  that  purpose.  The 
work  of  that  subcommittee  was  enor¬ 
mous,  and  it  worked  tirelessly  under  the 
leadership  of  the  gentleman. 

From  that  time  we  heard  John  Dent 
speak  out  on  trade.  He  started  alone,  and 
many  were  quick  to  dismiss  his  admoni¬ 
tions.  What  happened  in  the  intervening 
years  is  not  germane  to  this  discussion. 
But  it  is  important  to  note,  however,  that 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  con¬ 
vened  his  labor  subcommittee  on  August 
29,  1966,  to  begin  a  new  round  of  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  legislation  before  us.  That 
was  more  than  1  year  ago.  Since  then, 
his  subcommittee  actually  heard  testi¬ 
mony  for  over  6  months.  Several  under¬ 
took  an  onsite  investigation  of  foreign 
producers  whose  production  is  exported 
in  large  part  to  the  United  States  and 
sold  in  competition  with  domestically 
produced  goods.  The  point  of  all  this, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  H.R.  478  received 
more  consideration  than  any  other  bill 
I  am  aware  of.  It  was  debated  within  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  until 
finally  reported  on  September  13. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  today  consider¬ 
ing  a  bill  conceived  and  authored  by  the  * 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  but  de 
serving  the  support  of  this  entire  bo 
Although  the  gentleman  carried  on  the 
struggle  for  this  legislation  almost  single- 
handedly  for  so  long,  we  now  recognize 
his  efforts  as  being  in  all  our  interests — 
and  especially  for  the  workers,  firms,  and 
communities  we  represent, /who  find 
themselves  at  the  economic  mercy  of 
low-wage-produced  foreigmmports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  i/nothing  in  this 
bill  inconsistent  with  our  desire  for  un¬ 
derstanding  and  exch/ge  through  trade. 
There  is  nothing  hare  that  violates  our 
basic  policy  of  fai/trade.  There  is,  how¬ 
ever,  a  new  avenue  of  approach  to  the 
problem  we  incur  by  unfair  and  dispro¬ 
portionate  competition.  That  avenue  is 
a  recognition  and  consideration  of  the 
worker  any  his  community.  For  too  long 
we  have  measured  our  international  trade 
in  dollars  and  cents.  We  are  only  asking 
that  / also  be  measured  in  terms  of  jobs. 

I  /fight  also  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
w/all  realize  a  fair  basis  as  the  ideal 
ndition  for  exchange  of  goods.  Many  of 


our  sister  nations  have  wage  rates  which 
are  in  no  way  comparable  to  even  our 
minimum  wage.  Hopefully,  the  Dent  bill 
will  give  added  incentive  and  encourage¬ 
ment  to  those  nations  and  their  indus¬ 
tries  to  raise  wage  levels.  Participation 
in  the  American  marketplace  is  a  very 
inviting  goal,  and  I  believe  this  could  be 
an  effective  device  to  elevate  living  con¬ 
ditions  throughout  the  world.  When  all 
countries  apply  basic  labor  standards, 
then  all  countries  will  be  able  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  wealth  of  nations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  concluding  I 
would  again  like  to  congratulate  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  and  his  sub¬ 
committee.  The  gentleman  is  an  expert 
in  this  area  and  it  was  only  through  his 
persistence  and  diligence  that  this  bill  is 
before  us  today.  His  subcommittee  has 
achieved  a  record  of  legislative  excel¬ 
lence,  and  this  bill  is  totally  consistent 
with  that  record.  He  and  his  subcom¬ 
mittee  deserve  our  appreciation  for  their 
devotion  and  application  to  the  finest  leg¬ 
islative  principles. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  yield  to  the  gen- 
eman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Dent] 
wnp  will  be  in  charge  of  the  time. 

e  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog 
nizes\  the  gentleman  from  Califoi/ua 
[Mr.  B*u,l]  . 

Mr.  BELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yiejd  my¬ 
self  such\ime  as  I  may  require., 

(Mr.  BELL  asked  and  was  gtfven  per¬ 
mission  to  Kgvise  and  extejzla  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BELL.  Mr.  Chairrpftn,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  4 1 

Interest  in  the  impyft  of  foreign  im¬ 
ports  on  the  economy  well-being  of  our 
Nation  is  not  limiteaN/O  one  or  another 
segment  of  our  st/cturq. 

It  concerns  alL/of  us. 

Recognizing  problems  inherent  in  for¬ 
eign  trade  policies,  the  Congress  sev¬ 
eral  years  ago  enacted  legislation  to  open 
a  channel /or  industry  to  preset  griev¬ 
ances  to /the  President. 

Labe/  however,  was  not  grantb^  ac¬ 
cess  tef  this  channel. 

During  hearings  on  H.R.  478,  it  'be¬ 
came  clear  that  labor — as  well  as  maar 
ement — and  individual  communities— \ 
'as  well  as  the  Nation  as  a  whole — have 
a  legitimate  interest  in  the  effects  of  for¬ 
eign  imports  on  the  domestic  economy. 

Testimony  repeatedly  illustrated  cer¬ 
tain  disadvantages  faced  by  American 
labor  when  placed  in  competition  with 
foreign  labor’s  lower  wage  scales  and 
lower  standards  of  living. 

Ironically,  it  is  the  very  factors  which 
have  so  significantly  contributed  to  the 
material  well-being  of  our  labor  force 
that  may  now  be  having  the  reverse 
effect. 

The  dilemma  is  caused  by  the  fact  that 
American  wage-and-hour  protections 
obviously  do  not  affect  the  policies  of 
other  governments. 

Existing  law  has  provided  no  relief 
to  domestic  workers  and  offers  no  re¬ 
course  to  communities. 

For  example,  my  own  State  of  Califor¬ 
nia  has  14  tanning  factories  whose  prod¬ 
ucts  must  compete  with  Japanese  im¬ 
ports. 

The  United  States  has  become  the 
major  supplier  of  hides  to  Japan  which 
has  in  turn  become  the  major  producer 


of  finished  leather  goods  imported  by  the 
United  States. 

But  Japan  has  a  total  embargo 
leather  imports  from  the  United  Sta> 
while  we  have  no  such  restriction. 

The  result  of  Japan’s  protection/t  at¬ 
titude  is  that  our  own  processors/are  be¬ 
ing  forced  out  of  business. 

An  example  of  a  larger  na,t!hre  is  the 
U.S.  steel  industry. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  the  total 
employment  displaced  by  1966  steel  im¬ 
ports  would  approxim/te  83  thousand 
people. 

One  witness  state/  it  most  succinctly : 
Steel  imports  meaur  job  exports. 

H.R,.  478  will  riot  offer  the  complete 
solution  to  sucbr  grievances. 

It  will  not  /tomatically  raise  any  bar¬ 
riers  to  for/gn  imports. 

But  it  /ill  recognize  the  legitimate 
concern  61  labor  with  respect  to  those 
imports/ 

Any  it  will  grant  to  labor  and  to  in¬ 
dividual  communities  a  vehicle  by  which 
their  complaints  can  be  fairly  evaluated. 

Previous  speakers  have  indicated  that 
his  bill  does  not  do  very  much. 

If  it  does  nothing  else,  it  will  alert 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  public  to  the  needs  and  the  prob¬ 
lems  in  connection  with  imports.  It  is 
important  for  our  Nation  to  be  alerted 
to  these  problems  and  to  begin  think¬ 
ing  about  some  of  the  solutions  that  we 
will  have  to  undergo  to  make  our  whole 
system  of  imports  more  reasonable,  fair, 
and  effective. 

(Mr.  BELL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  BELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  Perhaps  the  gentleman  in 
the  well  would  prefer  that  the  author  of 
the  bill,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  respond  to-  this  question. 

In  the  hearings  and  in  the  report  ac¬ 
companying  the  bill  we  find  no  state¬ 
ment  either  in  favor  of  or  in  opposition 
to  this  bill  from  any  of  the  departments 
of  the  administration.  Can  the  gentle- 
Lan  from  California  or  the  gentleman 
■om  Pennsylvania  respond  to  the  rea- 
sm\s  why  we  have  no  such  reports? 

BELL.  I  do  not  know  of  any  op¬ 
position,  that  is  official  opposition,  from 
any  ofsthe  departments  of  Government. 
Perhaps\f  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  thmchairman  of  the  subcommittee 
and  authors,  of  the  bill,  should  answer 
this  question^ 

Mr.  DENT.sMr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?, 

Mr.  BELL.  Yes\l  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  DENT:  The  coramittee  asked  many 
departments  for  theixv  views,  and  also 
invited  the  departmentsrto  present  their 
views  at  the  hearings.  The  department 
most  vitally  interested  wasSthe  only  de¬ 
partment  to  reply.  Mr.  Charlbs  Donahue, 
speaking  for  the  Secretary  ofVibor,  Mr. 
Wirtz,  came  before  the  committee.  The 
summary  of  his  position  might  Veil  be 
read  into  the  Record  at  this  point  NJ  or¬ 
der  to  clarify  this  situation  in  the  mkids 
of  the  Members  who  felt,  I  believe 
roneously,  awhile  ago  that  the  Secretar 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate 

agreed 

to  conference  report 

on  Appalachia  bill.  Senate 

debated 

poverty  bill.  House  committee  vot^d  to  report  continuing  appropriations  measure, 
.Knd  Rep.  Bow  discussed  it.  Hous^ passed  bill  to  amendNPackers  and  Stockyards  Act. 
Rep.  Sullivan  inserted  Presider^c' s  remarks  in  signing  fotod  stamp  bill. 


1.  APPALACHIA.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  602,  to  revise  and  extend  the 

Appalachia  program.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  S13879- 

81  V  ■  . 

2.  POVERTY^  Continued  debate  on  S.  2388,  the  poverty  bill  (pp.  S13877,  S13892-3, 

S139^4-5,  S13931-8 ,  S13940-5).  Agreed  to  amendments  by  Sen.  Prouty  to  provide 
fo yr  investigation  and  evaluation  of  poverty  programs  by  GAO  (pp.  SI3931-3K 
and  to  require  that  records  on  placement  of  Job  Corps  members  be  placed  witf\ 


\ 
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the  Secretary  of  Labor  (p.  S13933) .  An  amendment  by  Sen.  Curtis,  to  repe* 
the  Job  Corps  authorization,  was  pending  at  the  end  of  the  day  (p.  S 13942 


\ 


3.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  1314,  to 
"  certain  restrictions  upon  the  application  and  scope  of  t£ye  exemp¬ 
tion  proVided  therein  (S.  Rept.  578).  p.  S13869 


4.  ECONOMY;  BUDGETING.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  a  statement  which,  he  /'claimed, 
shows  no  inflationary  pressure  on  military  procurements,  pp.  SI3883-4 

Sen.  Ribicoff  recommended  and  inserted  an  article  favoring />en.  Proxmire' s 
proposal  for  a  Federal  program  evaluation  commission,  p.  S12924 

Sen.  Mondale  inserted  an  article  defending  Federal  spen4ing  and  discussing 
interrelationships  of  the  economy,  taxation,  and  the  budget,  p.  S13939 


8. 


5.  TOBACCO.  Sen.  Jordan,\N.  C.,  questioned  the  basis  of  objections  to  smoking  and 
inserted  an  article,  "Antismoking  Figures  Look  Flimsy/"  p.  S13890 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Hartke  commended  the  Internationa^  Executive  Service  Corps. 
PP.  S13891-2 


(* 


7.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Mondale  inserted  articles  by  Diolc  Youngblood  describing  tech¬ 
nological  and  scientific  discoveries  of  benefit  to  agriculture,  pp.  S13898- 
905 


RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Wa\  inserted  an  article,  "Difficulties  of 
Big  Cities  Tied  to  Ills  of  Small  Town?,'/  pp.  S13927-9 


9.  POVERTY.  Sen.  Mondale  inserted  a  letb  ^rVrom  the  Intercounty  Community  Coun¬ 
cil,  Oklee,  Minn.,  describing  its  actionsVunder  an  0E0  project,  pp.  S13939-40 


10.  HURRICANE  DAMAGE.  Sen.  Yarborougty  reported  oto  recent  hurricane  damage  in  Tex, 
and  the  President's  inspection  trip.  pp.  S 13937-9 


11.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Oct.  2./p.  S13945 


HOUSE 
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12.  PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS.  /Passed,  234  to  6,  with  a  techikcal  amendment  H.  R. 
10673,  to  amend  title  All  of  the  Packers  and  StockyardsxAct  of  1921,  as 
amended  (pp.  (pp.  H12748-55).  The  committee  report  states  the  primary  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  bill  "is  to  make  clear  that  a  stockyard  owner\has  the  responsi¬ 
bility  and  right  to  manage  his  stockyard  in  a  just,  reasonable,  and  nondis- 
criminatory  manner,  and  to  require  persons  operating  at  the  s\ockyard  to  con¬ 
duct  their  operations  in  a  manner  which  will  foster,  preserve , 'and  insure  an 
efficient,  competitive  market,  while  preserving  to  the  SecretaryVof  Agricul¬ 
ture  the  right  under  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  to  prevent  an\  abuse  of 
authority  by  the  stockyard  owner  with  respect  to  the  matters  involved  in  the 
bill." 


13,  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Appropriations  Committee 
"ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  H.  J.  Res.  853,  making  continuii 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1968"  (p.  D868) ,  and  Rep.  Bow  stated  that  Is! 
the/Rules  Committee  "had  met  yesterday  on  the  continuing  resolution,  it  cou' 
have  beon  brought  up  today  and  action  taken  on  it"  (p.  H12761 
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September  29,  1967 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Hartke  assumed 
the  chair.) 


WALL  STREET  JOURNAL  REPORTS 

ON  USENOF  AUDIOVISUAL  EQUIP¬ 
MENT  IN  EDUCATION 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
was  pleased  to  see  the  Friday,  Septem¬ 
ber  22,  issue  of  WMl  Street  Journal  con¬ 
tain  a  very  good  article  by  Jim  Hyatt 
on  Project  Discovery/This  project,  which 
has  been  bringing  audiovisual  aid  to 
the  schools  of  chosen  experimental  areas 
during  the  last  year,  lias  picked  out 
Terrell  County,  Tex.,  as  one  of  its  loca¬ 
tions.  The  benefits  that  the\students  of 
this  country  have  gained  are  tremendous, 
and  have  served  to  prove  t\  Terrell 
County  educators  the  great  vtdue  of 
audiovisual  aids  in  the  schools.  \ 

I  am  especially  glad  to  see  the  success 
of  this  project,  as  I  took  a  special  interest 
in  the  inclusion  of  audiovisual  equipment 
in  the  provisions  of  the  Elementary-^ 
Secondary  Education  Act  in  1965.  I  am 
glad  to  see  reported  in  this  article  the 
very  positive  reaction  of  teachers  and 
students  to  the  increased  use  of  audio¬ 
visual  equipment  in  their  education.  The 
article  notes  that  the  extra  help  provided 
in  these  districts  has  been  to  experts 
like  “a  little  bit  of  heaven.” 

This  is  a  timely  and  thoughtful  article, 
and  one  which  we  in  Congress  should 
consider  carefully  in  our  attempts  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  best  in  education  for  American 
students. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  article  ‘‘Project  Discovery 
via  the  Film  Library,”  in  the  Friday  Wall 
Street  Journal,  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Sept.  22, 
1967] 

Project  Discovery  via  the  Film  Library — 
What’s  New  at  School 
(By  Jim  Hyatt) 

Terrell,  Tex. — For  many  students,  audio¬ 
visual  education  is  a  projector  locked  in 
the  principal’s  office,  a  handful  of  outdated 
films  and  a  bunch  of  bored  teachers  who 
use  the  movies  for  a  coffee  break.  , 

Not  here.  The  150  teachers  and  3,200  stu¬ 
dents  in  this  small  (pop.  15,000)  North 
Texas  community  have  films  and  equipment 
at  their  fingertips.  Each  classroom  in  the 
12  grades  has  its  own  screen,  16mm  and 
filmstrip  projector,  and  portable  tsMe.  Each 
of  the  five  campuses  has  its  own  fhm  library. 
Altogether,  Terrell’s  school  system  has  ac¬ 
cess  to  equipment,  films  and  filinstrips  worth 
more  than  $600,000.  / 

The  investment  is  due  to/Project  Discov¬ 
ery,  an  experiment  in  audio-visual  satura¬ 
tion  sponsored  by  Bell  &  Howell  Co.,  a  manu¬ 
facturer  of  film  projectors,  and  Encyclope¬ 
dia  Britannica  Educational  Corp.,  a  film  dis¬ 
tributor.  The  two  companies  set  out  in  1964 
to  answer  some  kev'  questions  about  broad- 
scale  use  of  audio-visual  materials.  Are 
films  used  mainly  to  kill  classroom  time? 
Do  films  interrupt  the  lesson  or  contribute 
to  it?  Would/students  use  films  for  outside 
study  and  research?  Is  the  equipment  re¬ 
liable?  / 

/  REMARKABLE  RESULTS 

Terrell’s  schools  and  three  elementary 
schoo)6,  in  Shaker  Heights,  Ohio;  Daly  City, 
Calif!,  and  Washington,  D.C.,  were  picked 
for/ the  program.  The  film  and  equipment 


have  been  In  use  here  for  two  full  school 
years.  Scientific  data  haven’t  been  compiled 
so  far,  but  the  broad  results  seem  remarkable. 
School  attendance  has  improved.  Teacher 
turnover  has  declined.  Circulation  at  the 
high  school  library  doubled  in  a  year. 
Achievement  levels  in  some  classes  rose  as 
much  as  two  years. 

“Even  though  we  did  it  for  research  in 
the  beginning,”  says  Terrell’s  Superintend¬ 
ent  Grady  Hester,  “Project  Discovery  is  a 
way  of  life  with  us  now.  Our  faculty  can’t 
think  in  terms  of  teaching  without  it.” 

Terrell  didn’t  step  into  Project  Discovery 
overnight,  however.  The  faculty  and  admin¬ 
istration  spent  the  1964-65  school  year  re¬ 
viewing  the  curriculum.  Thousands  of  films 
and  filmstrips  were  previewed. 

The  administration  here  has  tried  to  elim¬ 
inate  inflexible  rules  about  film  use.  “The 
teacher  is  the  best  judge  of  what  to  use,” 
says  one  official.  Thus,  the  system  doesn’t 
require  teachers  to  order  films  far  ahead, 
or  to  return  the  film  by  a  certain  time.  With 
such  flexibility,  teachers  have  begun  to 
broaden  use  of  the  materials.  One  fourth- 
grade  instructor  used  a  filmstrip  to  teach 
manners,  then  found  the  captions  were  good 
examples  of  punctuation.  A  film  about  a 
rox  delights  first  graders;  older  students  find 
the  story  full  of  adjectives,  their  subject, 
for\he  day.  / 

AmOhio  State  University  study  of  the  five 
elementary  schools  in  the  program  found 
that  during  the  1965-66  school  year  127 
teachers \sed  films  and  film  strip  8,337times. 
Terrell’s  elementary  teachers  used/55%  of 
the  films  and  70%  of  the  filmstrip/:  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  12-grade  Terrell  systematised  more 
than  9,000  flings  and  filmstring  during  the 
1965-66  school  mr.  / 

One  civics  teacher  uses  tyfo  projectors  at 
once,  to  contrast  Americaiy'and  British  gov¬ 
ernment,  for  example.  Some  teachers  use  as 
many  as  three  differemfilms  or  filmstrips  in 
one  lesson.  X. 

Students  have  been  wained  to  use  films 
outside  of  class,  t/so.  Tekrell's  library  has 
private  viewing-ro/ms  for  study-  Pupils  earn¬ 
ing  a  “projectionist’s  licensee,  may  take  the 
equipment  home.  One  high  school  freshman, 
confined  to  hi d  bed  for  several  months,  com¬ 
pleted  biology,  physics  and  chemistry  courses 
by  using  films.  \ 

The  sponsors  insist  the  project  Nisn’t  a 
rigidly  Scientific  experiment  becausdVthere 
are  nc/ control  groups  for  comparison.  While 
mosj/teachers  and  students  subjectively  teel 
achievement  has  increased,  other  factors 
call  Id  be  at  work — Terrell’s  new  buildings'^ 
the  new  curriculum  or  the  new  enthusiasm 
of  teachers. 

Few  school  systems,  of  course,  have  as¬ 
sumed  the  high  cost  of  outfitting  themselves 
in  the  fashion  of  Project  Discovery.  A  typical 
film  costs  $90,  and  the  easy-operating  projec¬ 
tors  used  here  retail  at  $755  each.  One  au¬ 
thority  estimates  that  Texas  ranks  50  in  the 
nation  in  its  use  of  audio-visual  materials, 
with  less  than  1%  of  the  state’s  schools  own¬ 
ing  their  own  film  libraries. 

One  film  manufacturing  executive  says 
that  while  the  nation’s  schools  probably 
spend  75  cents  per  pupil  a  year  on  audio¬ 
visual  programs,  a  Project  Discovery  would 
cost  $14  or  $15  per  pupil  initially.  Indeed, 
most  schools  fall  far  short  of  the  optimum 
inventory:  A  projector  for  every  classroom. 
And  they  probably  don’t  even  approach  the 
standards  drafted  by  the  National  Educa¬ 
tion  Association’s  department  of  audio¬ 
visual  instruction.  The  guidelines  call  for  an 
elementary  school  to  have  a  16mm  projector 
for  each  10  teachers,  a  filmstrip  viewer  for 
each  three  teachers,  a  library  of  at  least  500 
films,  and  one  filmstrip  per  student.  School 
districts,  the  guidelines  add,  should  spend 
at  least  1%  of  the  average  per-pupil  cost  a 
year  on  maintenance  and  replacement  of 
audio-visual  supplies.  Capital  expenditures 
are  extra. 
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Spending  for  such  piaterials  is  rising,  part¬ 
ly  due  to  the  influx  of  Federal  funds  from 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965.  “Without  Federal  money,  we’d 
all  be  a  dead  duck,”  concedes  one  equipment 
executive,  who  estimates  that  equipment  pur¬ 
chases  probably  jumped  400%  last/year. 

INDICATIVE  TREND  / 

School  Management  magazine  surveyed 
school  spending  for  audio-visrUal  purposes  in 
1966  and  concluded  that  the  sum  rose  from 
$97.6  million  in  the  1962/63  school  year  to 
$187  million  in  the  1965/66  school  year.  The 
figures  are  considered  low,  due  to  the  nature 
of  the  survey  sample.  13ut  the  trend  is  indica¬ 
tive  of  *the  national  pattern.  The  average 
school  district,  the  magazine  added,  spent 
$1.91  per  pupil  in/1962-63  on  audio-visual  in¬ 
struction,  compared  with  $3.98  per  pupil  in 
1965-66.  / 

Experts  concede  that  Project  Discovery  “is 
a  little  bit /ike  heaven”  for  a  school  district 
and  conclude  that  the  average  school  has  to 
set  its  sights  a  little  lower.  Administrators, 
they  iilsist,  must  learn  to  “swing”  a  little 
to  ge/ the  best  usage  out  of  a  limited  budget. 
Too/ many  schools  still  keep  the  equipment 
entirely  out  of  student  hands,  and  require 
teachers  to  order  films  a  semester  or  a  year 
/head.  “A  teacher  in  a  big  school  system  of 
150  buildings  might  have  to  wait  four  or  five 
years  to  get  a  particular  film,  if  she  lives  long 
enough,”  says  one  critic. 

But  he  believes  Project  Discovery  and 
similar  programs  are  "getting  at  the  problem 
of  nothing  happening  in  the  classroom.”  He 
argues,  “Films  aren’t  going  to  make  good 
teachers  out  of  mediocre  teachers,  but  they 
can  make  average  teachers  more  effective. 
And  make  school  a  little  more  interesting  for 
kids.” 


APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF 

1967— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  602)  to  revise  and  extend 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  of  1965,  and  to  amend  title  V  of  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  September  26,  1967,  pp. 
H12489-H12493,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  Senate  today  will  bring  to  a 
close  consideration  of  legislation  reaf¬ 
firming  the  commitment  of  Congress  to 
the  program  designed  to  help  revitalize 
the  important  Appalachian  region  of  our 
Nation. 

The  area  of  disagreement  between  the 
House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  legis¬ 
lation,  while  important,  was  few  in 
number.  The  Senate  agreed  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  House  bill  providing  certain 
protections  for  employees  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Commission  as  well  as 
the  employees  of  the  other  regional  com¬ 
missions  established  pursuant  to  title  V 
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of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  of  1965. 

The  only  important  difference  in  the 
two  bills  as  relate  to  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram  concerned  the  number  of  miles  of 
access  roads  to  be  authorized.  As  passed 
by  the  Senate,  the  authorization  would 
have  been  2,000  miles;  as  approved  by 
the  House,  it  would  have  been  1,200  miles. 
The  conferees  adjusted  the  difference  at 
1,600  miles.' 

Action  in  the  House  resulted  in  the  de¬ 
letion  of  language  in  the  section  of  the 
act  dealing  with  “demonstration  health 
projects.”  The  House  amendment  deleted 
authority  to  make  grants  for  operating 
such  medical  facilities.  The  Senate  man¬ 
agers  deemed  these  grants  to  be  impor¬ 
tant  elements  of  the  program  inasmuch 
as  the  “brick  and  mortar”  structures 
themselves  would  have  little  use  if  ade¬ 
quate  staff  could  not  be  hired  to  make 
them  function  properly.  The  conference 
report  reinstates  the  authorizing  lan¬ 
guage. 

.  One  of  the  needs  of  the  region  recog¬ 
nized  in  the  Senate  bill  was  the  provision 
for  a  meaningful  research  program  in 
hardwood  technology  and  marketing  of 
new  hardwood  products.  The  conference 
report  adopted  the  Senate  language  and 
provided  for  a  2-year  authorization  of 
$2  million  to  carry  out  this  research  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  keystone  of  the  nonhighway  por¬ 
tion  of  the  program  is  the  supplemental 
grant  section  of  the  act.  The  Senate  had 
approved  an  authorization  of  $97  million 
to  carry  out  this  vital  program.  The 
House  had  reduced  that  figure  to  $71 
million.  The  conferees  agreed  to  the 
higher  Senate  figure.  I  place  emphasis  on 
this  agreement  but  call  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  Senate  conferees  concurred 
in  the  House  overall  authorization  ceiling 
of  $170  million  on  all  nonhighway  items. 
It  is  the  view  of  the  Senate  conferees 
that  the  reductions  in  program  author¬ 
izations  which  this  ceiling  will  necessitate 
should  not  be  applied  to  the  $97  million 
provided  for  supplemental  grants  under 
section  214  of  the  act. 

The  $170  million  authorized  for  non¬ 
highway  activities  reflects  and  is  rela¬ 
tively  commensurate  with  the  expendi¬ 
ture  level  achieved  during  the  past  2 
years.  As  I  stated  when  the  conferees 
concluded  their  deliberations : 

Because  of  our  country's  extremely  heavy 
commitments  in  Vietnam,  there  is  little  like¬ 
lihood  that  the  total  passed  by  the  House 
and  agreed  to  by  the  conference  could  pos¬ 
sibly  be  funded.  When  the  Senate  passed  the 
bill  five  months  ago,  the  fiscal  situation  was 
not  as  dark  as  it  is  today,  and  when  the 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee  considered 
it  and  recommended  it  to  the  Senate,  the 
budget  request  from  the  President  for  fiscal 
year  1968  had  not  been  submitted  to  Con¬ 
gress.  In  the  subsequent  budget  request,  the 
non-highway  items  were  asked  to  be  funded, 
for  the  fiscal  year  which  began  July  1,  by 
Congress  with  appropriations  of  $65  million, 
only  slightly  more  than  one-third  of  the  $170 
million  authorized  for  two  years. 

S.  602  also  contains  important  amend¬ 
ments  to  title  V  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965.  This 
language  provides  for  supplemental 
grant  money  for  each  of  the  title  V  re¬ 
gions  in  the  amount  of  $5  million  for 
each  region  for  fiscal  year  1968  and  $10 


million  for  each  region  for  fiscal  year 
1969.  There  were  differences  between  the 
Senate  and  House  versions  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  conferees  agreed  on  the 
Senate  language  which  provides  that  the 
money  for  such  supplemental  funds  will 
go  through  the  Federal  cochairman  for 
each  of  the  regions  involved. 

This  conference  report  which  has  been 
approved  by  the  House,  and  on  which  I 
ask  approval  this  afternoon,  will  enable 
the  Appalachian  program  to  go  forward 
at  a  rate  commensurate  with  our  ability 
to  meet  the  original  objectives  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965.  In  the  2  years  since  the  enactment 
of  that  legislation,  the  program  has 
fully  justified  our  early  hopes  for  its  suc¬ 
cess  and  its  service. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  shall  place  in  the 
Record  a  statement  giving  the  details 
and  results  of  the  conference.  I  should 
merely  like  to  say  now  that  we  are  grate¬ 
ful  for  the  leadership  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph],  I  emphasize  that  the  results 
of  the  conference  and  the  conference  re¬ 
port  before  the  Senate  are  compatible 
with  the  needs  of  the  area,  and  also  with 
the  budget  situation. 

We  have  been  very  proud  of  the  prog¬ 
ress  of  the  programs  under  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  bill. 

I  emphasize  again  that  I  think  the 
chief  reason  for  its  progress  is  that  the 
bill  enlists  the  cooperation  of  the  States 
and  requires  that  the  program  determi¬ 
nations  be  made  by  the  States  them¬ 
selves. 

It  is  this  fact — this  cooperation,  and 
this  initial  determination  by  the  States 
as  to  the  kind  of  programs  they  need — 
as  well  as  the  opportunity  to  establish 
priorities,  which  has  kept  the  program 
in  balance.  There  has  also  been  a  reason¬ 
able  balance  fiscally. 

I  am  happy  that  some  years  ago  I  had 
the  opportunity  to  work  with  the  chair¬ 
man,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia,  in  the  introduction  of  the 
original  bill,  and  again  this  year  in  con¬ 
ducting  the  hearings. 

I  feel,  with  him,  great  pride  in  the 
accomplishments  of  the  Appalachian  re¬ 
gional  development  program. 

Mr.  President,  the  aforementioned 
statement  follows: 

Statement  of  Senator  Cooper 

I  am  glad  to  join  with  Senator  Randolph, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  on  which  I  serve,  in  recommending 
that  the  Senate  adopt  the  Conference  Report 
on  S.  602,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  Amendments  of  1967. 

I  was  a  cosponsor  of  the  Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Development  Act  of  1965,  which  this 
Act  continues  and,  with  respect  to  the  pro¬ 
grams  other  than  highways,  which  it  extends 
for  two  years.  Earlier  this  year,  on  January  23, 
I  was  glad  to  join  with  the  senior  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  in  sponsoring,  and  man¬ 
aging  in  the  Senate,  S.  602. 

During  the  two  years  the  Appalachian  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  in  effect,  it  has  given  us  great 
hope.  It  is  accomplishing  results.  I  believe 
it  is  more  successful  than  many  other  pro¬ 
grams  primarily  because  it  has  actually 
brought  into  the  work  the  Governors  and 
the  States.  It  enlists  local  cooperation  and 
initiative.  Objectives  are  formed  and  moved 
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toward  with  some  sense  of  priorities.  We  have 
grounds  to  expect  that  this  record  of  ac¬ 
complishment  will  continue. 

The  bill  as  agreed  upon  by  the  Conference 
continues  the  authorization  for  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  development  highway  system,  at  a 
level  of  $715  million  for  the  four  fiscal  years 
beginning  with  fiscal  1968.  It  provides  au¬ 
thorization  for  appropriations  to  the  non¬ 
highway  programs  of  $170  million  for  fiscal 
years  1968  and  1969 — a  realistic  level  in  view 
of  the  President’s  budget  and  the  amounts 
that  have  been  appropriated  and  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  appropriated. 

I  was  particularly  interested  in  the  au¬ 
thority  contained  in  Section  202,  which  in 
the  Senate  bill  provided  for  grants  for  the 
operating  expenses  of  multicounty  demon¬ 
stration  health  facilities,  including  hospitals. 
The  House  bill  restricted  operating  expenses 
to  health  facilities  constructed  under  the 
Act.  In  the  conference  I  pointed  out  that  it 
would  be  wasteful  to  build  facilities  where 
existing  facilities  could  be  put  to  use,  and 
I  am  glad  the  Senate  language  was  accepted 
by  the  House. 

One  of  the  most  useful  programs,  as  Sen¬ 
ator  Randolph  has  emphasized,  has  been  that 
for  supplemental  grants-in-aid — which  per¬ 
mit  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Commission  to  supplement  in  Appalachia 
the  Federal  matching  grants  available  under 
other  assistance  programs,  up  to  a  level  of 
80  percent.  The  Senate  bill  had  authorized 
$97  million,  compared  to  $71  million  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House  bill,  and  the  Senate 
amount  was  maintained. 

The  House  also  accepted  the  Senate  provi¬ 
sion  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  make  grants  to  carry  out  research  in  the 
utilization  of  Appalachian  hardwoods,  al¬ 
though  the  authorization  was  reduced  from 
$4  million  to  $2  million. 

We  believe  the  wide  acceptance  of  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Development  Program  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  by  the  country  shows  what  can  be 
accomplished  with  better  coordination  of 
Federal  efforts,  and  greater  emphasis  on  State 
and  local  initiative  and  planning. 

I  may  say  that  S.  602  as  passed  by  the 
House  on  September  14  followed  rather  close¬ 
ly  the  bill  reported  to  the  Senate  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  and  passed  by 
the  Senate  on  April  27.  The  authority  in 
the  conference  bill  to  continue  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  programs,  and  making  some  changes 
in  those  programs,  is  very  much  the  same 
as  the  bill  passed  by  the  Senate — and  my 
remarks  in  the  Record  on  April  26  contain  a 
detailed  explanation  of  those  changes.  The 
House  Committee  did  reduce  the  2-year  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  non-highway  programs  by 
$53  million,  from  $273  million  approved  by 
the  Senate  to  $220  million,  and  the  House 
itself  further  reduced  that  amount  by  $50 
million.  But  the  purpose,  the  scope,  and  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Appalachian  programs  is 
maintained,  and  we  look  forward  to  the  con¬ 
tinued  progress  of  these  programs  under  the 
guidance  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission. 

Section  201  of  the  bill  continues  the  au¬ 
thority  for  the  Appalachian  Development 
jffighway  System,  originally  authorized  for  a 
period  of  six  years  at  a  level  of  $840  million. 
$300  million  of  that  amount  has  already  been 
appropriated.  It  provides  an  authorization  of 
$715  million  for  the  fiscal  years  1968  through 
1971.  The  Development  Highway  System  will 
consist  of  2700  miles  of  high-type  road. 

The  Senate  bill  also  authorized  2,000  miles 
of  the  local  access  roads;  the  House  bill  1200 
miles,  and  the  Conference  agreed  upon  1600 
miles  of  access  roads. 

Section  202  authorizes  the  program  of 
grants  for  the  construction,  equipment  and 
operation  of  multi-county  demonstration 
health  facilities.  I  have  mentioned  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  Senate  language — which 
would  avoid  the  wasteful  duplication  of  con¬ 
struction  in  order  to  provide  health  serv¬ 
ices,  by  permitting  these  operating  funds  to 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENA' 


S 13881 


September  29,  1967 

be  used  at  existing  hospitals  and  facilities, 
rather  than  only  those  constructed  under 
the  Act.  This  section  is  of  particular  Interest 
in  Kentucky,  and  we  are  very  hopeful  that 
it  will  make  possible  the  development  of  a 
multi-county  health  program  which  will  be 
of  great  benefit  to  the  region  and  serve  as 
an  example  in  the  nation.  The  Conference 
Report  conforms  to  the  House  allowance  of 
$50  million  for  this  program. 

Section  203  authorizes  conservation,  "land 
stabilization  and  erosion  control  agreements 
between  land  owners  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  similar  to  the  familiar  ACP  pro¬ 
gram.  The  House,  Senate  and  Conference 
bills  authorized  $19  million  for  this  purpose. 

Section  204  was  originally  directed  to  tim¬ 
ber  development  organizations.  The  Senate 
bill  redirected  this  section  to  resarch  on  hard¬ 
wood  utilization,  production  and  market¬ 
ing — a  neglected  resource  of  the  Region,  but 
one  which  offers  great  opportunity.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  authorized  $4  million  for  this  work; 
the  House  bill  provided  $1  million  to  continue 
the  timber  development  organizations;  the 
Conference  bill  authorizes  $2  million  for  the 
Appalachian  hardwood  research  program. 

Section  205  authorizes  the  program  of  min¬ 
ing  area  restoration.  The  Conference  Report 
adopts  the  level  of  $30  million  provided  by 
the  House.  < 

Section  206  continues  the  water  resources 
survey  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  authoriz¬ 
ing  $2  million  to  complete  the  survey. 

Section  207  adds  a  new  section  to  the 
Act,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  to  establish  an  Ap¬ 
palachian  housing  fund  to  provide  loans  for 
the  cost  of  planning  housing  projects  intend¬ 
ing  to  qualify  for  insured  mortgages  under 
Section  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act. 
Beter  housing  is  one  of  the  most  urgent  needs 
of  the  area,  and  this  new  authority,  author¬ 
ized  at  $5  million,  was  unchanged  by  the 
House. 

Section  211  authorizes  grants  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  vocational  educational  facili¬ 
ties.  It  has  been  one  of  the  most  valuable 
provisions  of  the  Appalachian  Act.  In  fact 
in  Kentucky,  the  principal  effort,  other  than 
highways,  has  been  directed  to  vocational 
education.  Recognizing  its  value,  the  House 
bill  increased  the  Senate  authorization  to 
$26  million,  which  was  adopted  by  the  Con¬ 
ference. 

Section  212  provides  grants  for  sewage 
treatment  works,  to  supplement  those  pro¬ 
vided  under  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act.  It  was  unchanged  by  the  House;  $6 
million  is  authorized  for  this  purpose. 

Section  214,  as  I  have  mentioned,  has  prov¬ 
en  especially  useful.  It  provides  a  means  for 
securing  the  concentration  of  effort  on  se¬ 
lected  projects  by  enabling  the  Commission 
to  make  supplemental  grants-in-aid,  up  to  80 
percent,  for  projects  eligible  for  assistance 
under  the  other  Federal  programs.  I  believe 
it  has  encouraged  orderly  planning,  and  the 
assignment  of  priorities.  Perhaps  most  im¬ 
portant,  this  mechanism  helps  secure  a  co¬ 
ordinated  State  and  local  effort,  assisted  by 
the  cooperation  of  the  various  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  involved.  I  consider  it  a  mark  of  the 
success  of  the  supplemental  grants-in-aid 
that  the  House  accepted  the  Senate  amount 
of  $97  million  authorized  for  Section  214, 
an  increase  of  $26  million  over  the  House 
figure. 

Section  215,  to  provide  a  modest  amount 
for  grants  for  cultural  programs,  was  omitted 
at  the  insistence  of  the  House. 

Section  302,  which  provides  funds  for  re¬ 
search  and  for  the  administrative  expenses 
of  local  development  districts,  was  author¬ 
ized  at  $13  million  by  the  Senate,  $10  mil¬ 
lion  by  the  House,  and  established  at  $1 1  mil¬ 
lion  by  the  Conference. 

In  discussing  the  limitations  on  appropria¬ 
tions  for  each  of  the  above  non-highway  pro¬ 
grams,  I  think  I  should  point  out  that  the 
total  for  Sections  202  through  302  exceeds 


by  $78  million  the  amount  authorized  by 
Section  401  for  all  these  programs  taken  to¬ 
gether — which  is  $170  million  for  fiscal  years 
1968  and  1969.  Not  more  than  $170  million 
may  be  appropriated  for  all  of  the  programs 
together,  but  individually  there  is  some  lati¬ 
tude  and  flexibility.  To  put  it  another  way, 
a  ceiling  is  imposed  on  the  amount  which 
may  be  appropriated  for  each  of  the  pro¬ 
grams.  The  total  of  these  program  ceilings 
exceeds  the  authorization  in  Section  401  by 
$78  million. 

Continuation  of  the  Appalachian  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system,  and  the  2-year  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  other  programs — together  with 
the  additional  authorities  granted  by  the 
bill  and  the  administrative  changes  made — 
represent  a  reaffirmation  of  the  original  Act, 
and  support  for  the  work  which  has  been 
accomplished  and  is  under  way.  It  will  per¬ 
mit  the  Appalachian  program  to  go  forward 
with  continued  effectiveness. 

I  have  been  glad  to  have  a  part  in  this 
work.  Again  I  thank  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  (Mr.  Randolph)  for  his  leadership, 
deep  interest,  and  hard  work  which  will  bear 
fruit  through  the  implementation  of  this 
Act — and  join  him  in  urging  adoption  by  the 
Senate  of  the  Confeernce  Report  on  S.  602. 

Mr,  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  constructive  contribution 
of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky,  who  is  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works.  He  was  instru¬ 
mental  in  drafting  the  initial  legislation 
in  1965.  He  has  maintained  intense  in¬ 
terest  in  the  program  and  is  aware  of 
the  achievements  which  have  been 
wrought  under  the  act,  which  has  now 
been  in  operation  for  some  2  years. 

I  remind  Senators  that  the  Senate 
originally  passed  the  measure  by  a  vote 
of  almost  3  to  1.  In  1965  the  Senate  gave 
such  substantial  approval  because  of  the 
emphasis  on  the  creation  of  a  State  and 
Federal  partnership  requiring  that  deci¬ 
sions  and  programs  be  conceived  and 
carried  forward  in  the  region  at  the  State 
level. 

In  April  of  this  year  the  Senate,  by 
a  vote  of  more  than  5  to  1,  expressed  an 
even  more  substantial  approval  on  exten¬ 
sion  and  revision  of  the  act. 

I  believe  this  overwhelming  approval 
was  a  direct  result  of  the  fact  that  the 
program  was  carried  out  during  the  2- 
year  period,  1965-67,  as  an  outstanding 
example  of  State  and  Federal  coopera¬ 
tion. 

I  believe  that  as  a  result  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  we  have  brought  back  to  the  Senate 
a  bill  which  carries  out  the  purposes  of 
the  original  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  conference  repoz-t  was  agreed  to.> 


NATION’S  TOP  EXPERT  SAYS  DE¬ 
FENSE  NOT  EXERTING  DEMAND 
'  PRESSURE  ON  ECONOMY 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  be  allowed  to  con¬ 
tinue  for  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  the 
No.  1  question  on  which  our  decision 
should  depend  on  whether  or  not  we  en¬ 
act  the  proposed  10-percent  surtax  is 
this :  Is  the  tax  necessary  to  take  the  in¬ 
flationary  steam  out  of  the  economy? 


Of  course,  no  tax  increase  can  reduce 
the  cost  pressures  that  push  up  prices., 
Indeed,  a  tax  increase  is  sure  to  contrib/ 
ute  to  the  cost  pressure  to  the  extent 
the  tax  increase  becomes  a  cost.  And 
the  proposed  10-percent  corporatioi/i sur¬ 
tax  will  certainly  become  a  cost.  / 

If  the  increased  tax  is  to  play>any  use¬ 
ful  economic  role  in  stemming/inflation- 
ary  pressure,  it  must  be  by  reducing  the 
demand  pull  on  prices.  / 

Today,  Mr.  President./!  summon  as 
competent  a  witness  as/this  country  has 
to  show  that  the  pressures  from  the  de¬ 
fense  sector  of  the  e6onomy  on  demand 
do  not  require  tax/increase  restraint. 

If  there  is  any  zrammon  bromide  in  the 
tax  debate,  it  y  that  we  need  a  tax  in¬ 
crease  to  pay /or  the  Vietnam  war  or  to 
stem  the  pressure  on  the  economy  from 
the  increased  spending  for  defense.  Put 
another  vfay — that  we  cannot  have  guns 
and  butter,  and  that  the  guns  are  going 
to  ha/e  to  be  produced  in  such  quantity 
that'  America’s  facilities  are  going  to  be 
under  intolerable  pi'essure  unless  we  in¬ 
crease  taxes  to  cut  down  on  the  butter. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  one  ghost  that 
was  laid  to  rest  yesterday  when  Prof. 
Murray  Weidenbaum  addressed  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Business  Econo¬ 
mists  in  Detroit. 

Who  is  Professor  Weidenbaum?  For 
several  years  he  was  an  economist  on  the 
Budget  Bureau  staff.  Thereafter  he  was 
economic  adviser  to  the  Boeing  Aircraft 
Co.  He  then  served  for  a  time  as  a  senior 
economist  on  the  staff  of  the  Stanford 
Research  Institute,  and  is  now  chairman 
of  the  Department  of  Economics  at 
Washington  University. 

Last  spring  when  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee  was  considering  what  we 
could  do  to  secure  more  timely  advice  for 
the  Congress  on  the  impact  of  Defense 
spending  on  the  economy,  I — as  chair¬ 
man — asked  the  staff  who  was  the  most 
competent  economist  on  the  country  to 
advise  us.  They  replied  with  enthusiasm 
that  Professor  Weidenbaum  was  the  best 
man  in  the  country  for  this.  Indeed,  it 
Was  Professor  Weidenbaum  who  gave  us 
the  principal  advice  on  which  the  De- 
ferfee  Economic  Indicators  which  devel- 
opecKfrom  that  Joint  Economic  Commit¬ 
tee  Irumiry  developed.  He  told  us  just  the 
kind  oiNDefense  data  we  should  secure 
to  enable\us  to  most  clearly  foresee  the 
impact  of\the  Defense  effort  on  the 
economy.  \ 

What  does  Professor  Weidenbaum  find 
right  now,  on  the  basis  of  current  De¬ 
fense  Economic  Indicators? 

Does  he  find  that,  the  on-rush  of  de¬ 
fense  orders  is  going  to  so  stimulate  busi¬ 
ness  activity  and  employment  that  the 
Nation  will  be  faced  with  explosive  de¬ 
mand  pressui’es  on  ernhloyment  and 
facilities  that  will  make  the  economy  a 
shambles?  \ 

Quite  the  contrary.  He  finds, \s  he  said 
just  yesterday,  and  I  quote  him\ 

The  period  of  rapid  rise  in  government 
spending  necessitated  by  the  Vietnam\War 
has  drawn  to  a  close  and  increases  in  gov¬ 
ernment  spending  through  December  1968 
will  be  much  smaller  than  those  we  have  wit¬ 
nessed  in  the  past  few  years. 

Since  the  first  quarter  of  1966,  military 
prime  contract  awards  (exclusive  of  work 
to  be  performed  outside  of  the  United  States) 
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ha>e  shown  no  growth  trend,  whatever.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  past  five  quarters,  these  awards  have 
fluctuated  between  $10.1  billion  and  $10.7 
billion. Nrhe  figure  for  the  most  recent  period 
(March  tb  June  1967),  $10.7  billion,  is  only 
slightly  higher  than  the  $10  billion  for  the 
same  period\n  1966.  Adjusting  for  the  sub¬ 
stantial  inflation  which  has  occurred  in  mili¬ 
tary  procurement  during  the  Vietnam 
buildup,  it  seemXthat  defense  orders  in  real 
terms  have  been  o\  a  virtual  plateau  for  the 
past  year. 

The  rise  in  the  size\f  the  armed  forces  has 
abated.  Between  the  first  and  fourth  quar¬ 
ters  of  1966,  military  manpower  increased  by 
365,000  reaching  a  total  0^3,334,000.  The  in¬ 
crease  for  this  year  to  date  has  been  only 
41,000,  less  than  one-eightn\of  last  year’s 
expansion. 

Mr.  President,  the  analysis'^  Profes¬ 
sor  Weidenbaum  showing  thalv defense 
orders  have  stopped  growing  a™  have 
reached  a  plateau  should  be  placed  in  the 
perspective  of  an  American  industry 
which  has  expanded  at  an  immense  ra£e 
in  the  past  few  years  and  continues  to  e2 
pand.  Our  facilities  can  produce  a  whop¬ 
ping  6  or  7  percent  more  each  year — 
compounded. 

Our  available  manpower  rushes  ahead 
at  one  and  a  half  million  every  year. 
What  happens  as  defense  orders  level  off 
and  industrial  capacity  and  manpower 
continue  to  grow  rapidly? 

Does  this  mean  that  the  defense  and 
the  Vietnam  war  is  putting  pressure  on 
the  economy  that  is  likely  to  drive  up 
prices?  Does  this  mean  that  a  $10  bil¬ 
lion  tax  increase  is  necessary  to  stop  ex¬ 
cessive  demand  from  pulling  up  prices? 

Of  course  not.  The  hard  facts  suggest 
exactly  the  opposite.  The  economy  is  get¬ 
ting  no  pressure  from  the  guns  side  of 
the  guns-and-butter  demand  on  our 
economy.  The  guns  aspect  of  the  pres¬ 
sures  are  diminishing — not  increasing. 

Indeed,  we  can  stand  a  big  and  grow¬ 
ing  increase  in  demand  from  the  non¬ 
defense  sector  of  the  American  economy 
to  keep  our  growing  manpower  and  surg¬ 
ing  plant  facilities  busy. 

Once  again,  Mr.  President,  I  plead  with 
my  fellow  Senators  and  with  the  admin¬ 
istration  to  take  a  long,  hard  look  at  the 
nature  of  recent  rising  prices.  There  i: 
no  evidence  that  demand  pressures  a/e 
pulling  prices  up.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  a  tax  increase  would  be  the/kind 
of  demand-depressing  prescription  that 
would  help  keep  prices  down. /here  is 
much  evidence  that  increasing/ costs  are 
pushing  up  prices  and  that  increased 
taxes  will  add  to  those  increased  costs. 

The  Congress  should /not  be  stam¬ 
peded  or  intimidated  mu>  support  for  a 
tax  increase  on  the  grounds  that  the  eco¬ 
nomic  facts  of  life  support  such  a  tax  in¬ 
crease  and  that  &  tax  increase  is  the 
only  responsible /course.  This  is  simply 
not  the  case.  The  responsible  course  on 
the  basis  of  present  economic  facts  is  to 
oppose  a  tajyincrease. 

I  ask  imanimous  consent  to  have  the 
speech  of  Professor  Weidenbaum  deliv¬ 
ered  in/Detroit  yesterday  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

iere  being  no  objection,  the  speech 
wps  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
follows: 


The  Outlook  for  Government  Spending  in 
1968:  A  Slower  Rate  of  Growth 
(A  paper  to  be  presented  to  the  annual  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  National  Association  of  Busi¬ 
ness  Economists,  Detroit,  Mich.,  September 
28,  1967,  By  Murray  L.  Weidenbaum,  chair¬ 
man,  Department  of  Economics,  Washing¬ 
ton  University,  St.  Louis,  Mo.) 

It  is  always  a  pleasure  to  prepare  a  fore¬ 
cast  of  government  spending.  There  is  so 
much  room  for  creativity  and  imagination. 
We  are  not  bound  by  such  restrictions  as  are 
found  in  other  sectors.  Projections  of  con¬ 
sumer  spending  may  only  vary  between  92 
and  94  percent  of  personal  income.  Estimates 
of  capital  spending  may  only  vary  plus  or  mi¬ 
nus  a  few  percent  from  the  Commerce-SEC 
survey  results.  In  comparison,  government 
spending  is  a  wide  open  field  with  so  much 
opportunity  for  individual  exploration. 

Talcing  advantage  of  this  opportunity,  I 
should  like  to  suggest  that — on  the  basis  of 
the  data  now  publicly  available — the  period 
of  rapid  rise  in  government  spending  neces¬ 
sitated  by  the  Vietnam  War  has  drawn  to  a 
close  and  increases  in  government  spending 
through  December  1968  will  be  much  smaller 
than  those  we  have  witnessed  in  the  past  few 
'  fears. 

DEFENSE  SPENDING 

sderal  purchases  of  goods  and  services 
for  national  defense  (the  defense  portion  of 
GNP) 'have  risen  from  $60.5  billion  in/l966 
to  an  approximate  $74.0  billion  in  1/67,  an 
increase  off  22  percent  for  the  year/ On  the 
basis  of  current  data  (this  in  th/ past  has 
often  been  \  heroic  assumption/,  I  project 
national  defence  purchases  ivy  1968  at  $80 
billion,  an  increase  of  8  percr/t.  A  few  words 
of  explanation  need  to  be  given  for  this  pin¬ 
point  forecast.  By\offering  a  rounded  esti¬ 
mate,  $80  billion,  I  am  s/cking  my  neck  out 
and  declaring  that  tne/ngure  will  not  be  as 
low  as  $70  billion  no/a^;  high  as  $90  billion, 
and  that  is  all. 

Of  course,  it  is  al/ays  necessary  to  stipulate 
that  another  major  escalatwm,  which  is  not 
visible  in  any  pi  the  lead  indicators  avail¬ 
able  to  us,  would  upset  theses,  calculations. 
Nevertheles/ several  important  factors  indi¬ 
cate  the  current  leveling  off  in  military  de¬ 
mand  ivy  the  American  economy. 

1.  Since  the  first  quarter  of  1966,  {military 
prime /contract  awards  (exclusive  of  work  to 
be  i/rformed  outside  of  the  United  States) 
hupe  shown  no  growth  trend  whatever,  d! 
iug  the  past  five  quarters,  these  awards  hat 
luctuated  between  $10.1  billion  and  $10.7' 
billion.  The  figure  for  the  most  recent  period 
(March  to  June  1967),  $10.7  billion,  is  only 
slightly  higher  than  the  $10.1  billion  for  the 
same  period  in  1966.  Adjusting  for  the  sub¬ 
stantial  inflation  which  has  occurred  in 
military  procurement  during  the  Vietnam 
buildup,  it  seems  that  defense  orders  in  real 
terms  have  been  on  a  virtual  plateau  for  the 
past  year. 

2.  The  rise  in  the  size  of  the  armed  forces 
has  abated.  Between  the  first  and  fourth 
quarters  of  1966,  military  manpower  in¬ 
creased  by  365,000,  reaching  a  total  of  3,334,- 

.000.  The  increase  for  this  year  to  date  has- 
been  only  41,000,  less  than  one-eighth  of  last 
year’s  expansion. 

3.  The  surge  of  obligations  over  expendi¬ 
tures  has  ended,  at  least  for  the  time  being. 
Here  we  rely  on  the  lead  indicator  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  measures  of  the  early  and 
late  stages  of  the  government  spending  proc¬ 
ess  to  indicate  future  trends.  Net  obligations 
(gross  obligations  minus  an  adjustment  of  8 
percent  for  double  counting  and  other  tech¬ 
nical  factors)  were  running  $8.2  billion  over 
expenditures  during  the  first  half  of  1966,  at 
annual  rates.  The  gap  had  narrowed  to  $2.6 
billion  for  the  second  half  of  1966.  For  1967 
to  date,  the  relationship  has  been  reversed. 


Net  expenditures  are  running  about  $3  by¬ 
lion  above  net  obligations. 

From  these  data,  it  would  appear  that/the 
Vietnam  buildup  has  hit  Its  stride  and  is  now 
reaching  a  plateau.  It  is  tempting  t6  con¬ 
clude  from  this  type  of  analysis  tha/the  war 
in  Vietnam  is  deescalating  and  wfll  be  ter¬ 
minating  in  the  foreseeable  futune.  This  type 
of  optimistic  conclusion,  of  course,  is  not 
supported  by  any  economi/ or  statistical 
analysis  and  requires  politi/al  and  military 
expertise  not  possessed  by  the  author. 

However,  it  might  be  <p  interest  to  specu¬ 
late  as  to  the  nature  /nd.  dimensions  of  a 
cutback  in  U.S.  defease  spending  following 
peace  in  Vietnam.  .various  "scenarios”  are 
possible,  including/a  sudden  one-shot  cessa¬ 
tion,  a  phase  w/hdrawal,  a  decline  at  the 
same  pace  as  tlfe  buildup,  etc.  For  purposes 
of  illustration;  let  us  assume  that  the  re¬ 
ductions  wflf  follow  the  lines  of  the  post- 
Korean  adjustment. 

POST-VIETNAM 

We  /an  recall  that  the  Korean  buildup 
laste/ 12  quarters  and  the  subsequent  post- 
wa/ decline  took  half  that  amount  of  time, 
si/quarters.  By  the  end  of  1967,  the  Vietnam 
buildup  also  will  have  lasted  12  quarters.  Let 
'us  assume  that  the  Vietnam  war  will  end  in 
December  1967  and,  following  the  Korean 
experience,  the  reductions  will  take  place 
during  the  following  six  quarters,  and  the 
new  post-Vietnam  rate  of  military  spending 
will  continue  to  be  higher  than  the  level 
existing  prior  to  the  Vietnam  buildup.  It  is 
further  hypothesized  that  the  decline  in 
aggregate  military  spending  will  be  about 
$18  billion  or  two-thirds  of  the  estimated 
total  Vietnam  increase  of  $27  billion  from  the 
beginning  of  1965  to  the  end  of  1967. 

Let  us  also  assume  that  the  $18  billion  re¬ 
duction  will  be  phased  out  over  an  18  month 
period  in  the  same  proportions  as  occurred 
during  the  post-Korean  adjustment.  On  that 
basis,  the  major  declines  would  occur  in 
calendar  year  1968  and  would  total  $12.5  bil¬ 
lion,  a  fairly  substantial  amount  in  absolute 
terms.  However,  in  relative  terms,  this  would 
be  a  smaller  proportion  of  the  GNP  than  the 
cutback  during  the  first  year  of  the  Korean 
demobilization — less  than  1.6  percent  of  GNP 
versus  2.0  percent. 

Undoubtedly,  the  cessation  of  hostilities  in 
Vietnam  will  give  rise  to  pressures  for  expan¬ 
sion  in  those  defense  areas  which  have  been 
squeezed,  as  money  and  manpower  were 
shifted  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  active  con¬ 
flict  in  Southeast  Asia.  Specific  military  pro¬ 
gram  areas  that  are  likely  to  compete  strongly 
or  major  additions  in  funding  after  the  ini¬ 
tial  post-Vietnam  reductions  include:  an 
operational  anti-ICBM  program,  a  new  gen¬ 
eration  of  strategic  weapons  (either  long- 
range  bombers  or  missiles),  and  military  re¬ 
search  aqd  development.  Also,  there  may  be 
need  to  reN.ll  inventory  positions  and  perform 
maintenance  operations  which  were  deferred 
to  meet  the  urgent  Vietnam  requirements. 

NONDEFEnSe  GOVERNMENT  SPENDING 

Peace  in  Vietnam  of  course  would  also  act 
as  a  spur  to  civilian  government  spending 
programs.  However,  chese  programs  have  con¬ 
tinued  to  rise  during  »he  war  period,  but  at  a 
slower  rate  than  military  outlays.  Assuming 
continuation  of  the  Vietnam  war  at  about 
the  current  rate  of  resource  utilization,  it  is 
likely  that  other  Federal  purchases  of  goods 
and  services  would  rise  by  ablaut  $1  billion  a 
year,  to  a  total  of  $18  billion  in\J968. 

The  bulk  of  the  increase  in  \on-defense 
purchases,  of  course,  will  continue  to  take 
place  at  state  and  local  levels.  Th\  $9  bil¬ 
lion  increase  in  state  and  local  purchases 
during  the  past  12  months  has  been  at 
double  the  growth  rate  of  the  past  dec^fte, 
hardly  evidence  of  a  war-time  squeeze 
the  civilian  public  sector.  A  $6  billion  in-'' 
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Public  Law  90-103 
90th  Congress,  S.  602 
October  11,  1967 

an  act 


To  revise  and  extend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  and 
to  amend  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 


81  STAT.  257 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

TITLE  I— APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 
AMENDMENTS  OF  1967 


Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Appalachian  Regional  De¬ 
velopment  Act  Amendments  of  1967”. 

Sec.  102.  Section  102  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965  (hereinafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as  “the  Act”)  is  amended 
(1)  by  inserting  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (7)  ;  (2)  by  striking  out 
the  semicolon  and  the  word  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  a  period;  and  (3)  by  striking  out  clause  (9). 

\  Sec.  103.  Section  105  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 


Appalachian  Re¬ 
gional  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1967, 
79  Stat.  7. 

40  USC  app.  102 

40  USC  app.  105 


“administrative  expenses  of  the  commission 


“Sec.  105.  (a)  For  the  period  ending  on  June  30,  1967,  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Commission  shall  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Thereafter,  such  expenses  shall  be  paid  50  per  centum  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  50  per  centum  by  the  States  in  the  region, 
except  that  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and 
his  staff  shall  be  paid  solely  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  share  to 
be  paid  by  each  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  Commission.  The 
Federal  Cochairman  shall  not  participate  or  vote  in  such  determina¬ 
tion.  No  assistance  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any 
State  or  to  any  political  subdivision  or  any  resident  of  any  State,  nor 
shall  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  participate  or  vote  in  any 
determination  by  the  Commission  while  such  State  is  delinquent  in 
payment  of  its  share  of  such  expenses. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  Commission,  to  be  available  until  expended,  not  to 
exceed  $1,700,000  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969. 
Not  to  exceed  $400,000  of  such  authorization  shall  be  available  for  the 
expenses  of  the  Federal  Cochairman,  his  alternate,  and  his  staff.  Unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  appropriations  under  the  authorization  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  prior  to  amendment  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  Amendments  of  1967  shall  remain  available  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section,  as  amended,  until  expended.” 

Sec.  104.  Clause  (7)  of  section  106  of  the  Act,  entitled  “administra¬ 
tive  powers  of  the  commission”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(7)  enter  into  and  perform  such  contracts,  leases  (including, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  lease  of  office 
space  for  any  term  expiring  no  later  than  June  30,  1971 ) ,  coopera¬ 
tive  agreements,  or  other  transactions  as  may  be  necessary  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  its  functions  and  on  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  appropriate, 
with  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  United 
States  (which  is  hereby  so  authorized  to  the  extent  not  otherwise 
prohibited  by  law)  or  with  any  State,  or  any  political  subdivision, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  thereof,  or  with  any  person,  firm, 
association,  or  corporation.” 

Sec.  105.  Title  I  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 
a  new  section  as  follows : 


Appropriation. 


40  USC  app.  106 


40  USC  app. 
101-108. 
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61  STAT.  25B [ 

“commission  employee  protections 


BO  Stat.  468. 


79  Stat.  8. 

40  USC  app.  106. 
79  Stat.  564, 

42  USC  3182, 
3186. 


79  Stat.  10. 

40  USC  app.  201. 


“Sec.  109.  Section  5334(a)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  ‘For  the 
purpose  of  this  subsection,  an  individual  employed  by  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  under  section  106(a)  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  or  by  a  regional  commission 
established  pursuant  to  section  502  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act  of  1965,  under  section  506(2)  of  such  Act,  who  was 
a  Federal  employee  immediately  prior  to  such  employment  by  a 
commission  and  within  six  months  after  separation  from  such  employ¬ 
ment  is  employed  in  a  position  to  which  this  subchapter  applies,  shall 
be  treated  as  if  transferred  from  a  position  in  the  executive  branch 
to  which  this  subchapter  does  not  apply.’.” 

Sec.  106.  Section  201  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 


72  Stat.  885. 


Road  construc¬ 
tion. 

Use  of  coal 
derivatives. 


“Sec.  201.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  a  highway  system  which,  in 
conjunction  with  the  Interstate  System  and  other  Federal-aid  high¬ 
ways  in  the  Appalachian  region,  will  open  up  an  area  or  areas  with 
a  developmental  potential  where  commerce  and  communication  ha\* 
been  inhibited  by  lack  of  adequate  access,  the  Secretary  of  Transport 
tation  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  is 
authorized  to  assist  in  the  construction  of  an  Appalachian  development 
highway  system  and  local  access  roads  serving  the  Appalachian 
region.  The  provisions  of  title  23,  United  States  ('ode,  that  are  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  Federal-aid  primary  and 
secondary  highways,  and  which  the  Secretary  determines  are  not 
inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  apply,  respectively,  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  highway  system  and  the  local  access  roads.  Construction  on  the 
development  highway  system  shall  not  exceed  two  thousand  seven  hun¬ 
dred  miles.  Construction  of  local  access  roads  shall  not  exceed  one 
thousand  six  hundred  miles  that  will  serve  specific  recreational,  resi¬ 
dential,  educational,  commercial,  industrial,  or  other  like  facilities  or 
will  facilitate  a  school  consolidation  program. 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  transmit  to  the  Secretary  its  designa¬ 
tions  of  (1)  the  general  corridor  location  and  termini  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  highways,  (2)  local  access  roads  to  be  constructed,  (3)  priorities 
for  the  construction  of  segments  of  the  development  highways,  and 
(4)  other  criteria  for  the  program  authorized  by  this  section.  Before 
any  State  member  participates  in  or  votes  on  such  designations,  he 
shall  have  obtained  the  recommendations  of  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  State  which  he  represents. 

“(c)  In  no  event  shall  the  Secretary  assist  in  any  construction  (in¬ 
cluding  right-of-way  acquisition)  which  would  require  for  its  com¬ 
pletion  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds  (other  than  funds  available 
under  title  23,  United  States  Code)  in  excess  of  the  appropriations 
authorization  in  subsection  (g).  On  its  completion  each  development 
highway  not  already  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  be 
added  to  such  system  and  each  development  highway  and  local  access 
road  shall  be  required  to  be  maintained  by  the  State  as  provided  for 
Federal-aid  highways  in  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

“(d)  In  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads  authorized  under 
this  section,  the  States  may  give  special  preference  to  the  use  of  ma¬ 
terials  and  products  indigenous  to  the  Appalachian  region. 

“(e)  For  the  purposes  of  research  and  development  in  the  use  of 
coal  and  coal  products  in  highway  construction  and  maintenance,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  require  each  participating  State,  to  the 


October  11,  1967  -  3  -  Pub.  Law  90-103 


maximum  extent  possible,  to  use  coal  derivatives  in  tlie  construction  of 
not  to  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  roads  authorized  under  this  Act. 

“(f)  Federal  assistance  to  any  construction  project  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  project,  unless 
the  Commission  determines  that  assistance  in  excess  of  such  percentage 
is  required  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  in  no  event 
shall  such  Federal  assistance  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  costs. 

“(g)  To  carry  out  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  President,  to  be  available  until  expended,  $715,- 
000,000  for  the  four-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1971. 

“(h)  (1)  When  a  participating  State  proceeds  to  construct  a  segment 
of  a  development  highway  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  all  procedures  and  requirements  applicable  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  segments  of  Appalachian  development  highways  with  such 
funds,  except  insofar  as  such  procedures  and  requirements  limit  a 
State  to'  the  construction  of  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  have 
previously  been  appropriated,  the  Secretary,  upon  application  by  the 
State  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Commission,  is  authorized  to  pay 
to  the  State  the  Federal  share  not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of  the  costs 
of  the  construction  of  such  segment,  from  any  sums  appropriated  and 
vllocated  to  such  State  to  carry  out  this  section, 
i  /  “(2)  This  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  commitment  or 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  funds  for  seg¬ 
ments  of  development  highways  constructed  under  this  subsection,  and 
shall  not  increase  the  limitation  on  construction  in  subsection  (c).” 

Sec.  107.  Section  202  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“DEMONSTRATION  HEALTH  PROJECTS 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  order  to  demonstrate  the  value  of  adequate  health 
facilities  and  services  to  the  economic  development  of  the  region,  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  authorized  to  make 
grants  for  the  planning,  construction,  equipment,  and  operation  of 
multicounty  demonstration  health  projects,  including  hospitals, 
regional  health  diagnostic  and  treatment  centers,  and  other  facilities 
and  services  necessary  to  health.  Grants  for  such  construction  (includ¬ 
ing  the  acquisition  of  privately  owned  facilities  not  operated  for 
profit  and  initial  equipment)  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  title  VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  291-291o),  the  Mental  Retardation  Facilities  and  Community 
Mental  Health  Centers  Construction  Act  of  1963  (77  Stat.  282),  and 
other  laws  authorizing  grants  for  the  construction  of  health-related 
jicilities,  without  regard  to  any  provisions  therein  relating  to  appro¬ 
priation  authorization  ceilings  or  to  allotments  among  the  States. 
Grants  under  this  section  shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically 
appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  Act  and  shall  not 
be  taken  into  account  in  the  computation  of  the  allotments  among  the 
States  made  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(b)  No  grant  for  the  construction  or  equipment  of  any  component 
of  a  demonstration  health  project  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  such 
costs.  The  Federal  contribution  may  be  provided  entirely  from  funds 
authorized  under  this  section  or  in  combination  with  funds  provided 
under  other  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  health-related  facilities.  Notwithstanding  any  provision 
of  law  limiting  the  Federal  share  in  such  other  programs,  funds  author¬ 
ized  under  this  section  may  be  used  to  increase  Federal  grants  for 
component  facilities  of  a  demonstration  health  project  to  a  maximum 
of  80  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  such  facilities. 
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“(c)  Grants  under  this  section  for  operation  (including  initial 
operating  funds  and  operating  deficits  comprising  among  other  items 
the  costs  of  attracting,  training,  and  retaining  qualified  personnel)  of 
a  demonstration  health  project,  w  hether  or  not  constructed  with  funds 
authorized  by  this  section,  may  be  made  for  up  to  100  per  centum  of  the 
costs  thereof  for  the  two-year  period  beginning,  for  each  component 
facility  or  service  assisted  under  any  such  operating  grant,  on  the  first 
day  that  such  facility  or  service  is  in  operation  as  a  part  of  the  project. 
For  the  next  three  years  of  operations  such  grants  shall  not  exceed 
50  per  centum  of  such  costs.  No  grant  for  operation  of  a  demonstration 
health  project  shall  be  made  unless  the  facility  is  publicly  owned,  or 
owned  by  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  organization,  and  is  not 
operated  for  profit.  No  grants  for  operation  of  a  demonstration  health 
project  shall  be  made  after  five  years  following  the  commencement 
of  the  initial  grant  for  operation  of  the  project.  No  such  grants  shall 
be  made  unless  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  sat¬ 
isfied  that  the  operation  of  the  project  will  be  conducted  under  efficient 
management  practices  designed  to  obviate  operating  deficits.  Notwith¬ 
standing  section  104  of  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
42  use  3134.  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  554),  a  health-related  facility  constructed  under 
title  I  of  that  Act  may  be  a  component  of  a  demonstration  health^ 
project  eligible  for  operating  grant  assistance  under  this  section.  C 
“(d)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  author¬ 
ized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Commission  for  the  support  of  its  Health 
Advisory  Committee  and  to  make  grants  for  expenses  of  planning 
necessary  for  the  development  and  operation  of  demonstration  health 
projects  for  the  region.  The  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed 
75  per  centum  of  such  expenses. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
Post,  p.  266.  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall 
be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

79  stat.  12.  Sec.  108.  Subsection  (i)  of  section  203  of  the  Act,  entitled  “land 

40  use  app.  203.  stabilization,  consebvation,  and  erosion  control”,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“  (i)  Not  to  exceed  $19,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

40  use  app.  204.  Sec.  109.  Section  204  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  sub¬ 
section  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new’  subsec¬ 
tions  (b)  and  (c)  : 

Hardwood  products,  “(6)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  provide  tecli- 
res  earch  grants,  nical  assistance,  make  grants,  enter  into  contracts,  or  otherwise  pro¬ 
vide  funds,  first  to  colleges,  universities  and  other  institutions  rJ' 
higher  education  (with  priority  to  land  grant  schools),  and  thereafter 
to  forest  products  research  institutions  in  the  region  and  other  appro¬ 
priate  public  and  private  organizations,  which  schools,  institutions, 
and  organizations  have  the  demonstrated  capability  to  perform  such 
research,  for  Appalachian  hardwood  products  research,  including 
investigations,  studies,  and  demonstrations,  which  will  further  the 
purposes  of  this  Act.  Funds  shall  be  provided  only  for  programs  and 
projects  which  will  contribute  significantly  to  the  development  of 
(1)  Appalachian  hardwood  technology,  (2)  new  or  improved  uses  of 
Appalachian  hardwood  resources,  (3)  new-  or  improved  processes  or 
methods  for  producing  hardwood  products,  or  (4)  new  or  improved 
markets  for  such  products.  Funds  under  this  section  shall  be  provided 
solely  out  of  sums  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  this  Act,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  the  allocation 
or  distribution  of  funds  pursuant  to  any  other  provision  of  law. 
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“(c)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  110.  (a)  Clause  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  205  of  the  Act, 
entitled  “mining  area  restoration",  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(1)  make  financial  contributions  to  States  in  the  region  to 
seal  and  fill  voids  in  abandoned  coal  mines  and  abandoned  oil 
and  gas  wells,  and  to  reclaim  and  rehabilitate  lands  affected  by 
the  strip  and  surface  mining  and  processing  of  coal  and  other 
minerals,  including  lands  affected  by  waste  piles,  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 1955  (30  U.S.C.  571  et  seq.) , 
to  the  extent  applicable,  without  regard  to  section  2(b)  thereof 
(30  U.S.C.  572(b))  or  to  any  provisions  therein  limiting  assist¬ 
ance  to  anthracite  coal  formation,  or  to  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania.  Grants  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  made  wholly 
out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  this  Act.” 

(b)  Strike  out  clause  (3)  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  205  of  the 

Act. 

(c)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  205  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

/  “(b)  For  the  fiscal  years  1966,  1967,  1968,  and  1969,  not  withstand¬ 
ing  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Federal  share  of  mining  area 
restoration  projects,  including  reasonable  planning  and  engineering 
costs,  carried  out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  conducted  on 
lands  other  than  federally  owned  lands  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum 
of  the  total  cost  thereof.  The  non-Federal  share  of  the  total  cost  of  any 
project  carried  out  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may  include 
reasonable  land  acquisition  costs  incurred  in  acquiring  land  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  implementing  such  project,  if  such' land  is  acquired 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Act  Amendments  of  1967.” 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  subsection  (d)  of  section  205  of  the  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Not  to  exceed  $30,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  in  section  401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-yeifr  period 
ending  June  30, 1969,  shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  111.  Subsection  (g)  of  section  206  of  the  Act,  entitled  “water 
resource  survey”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(g)  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  112.  Part  A  of  title  II  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  at 
'Alie  end  thereof  a  new  section  as  follows : 

“assistance  for  planning  and  other  preliminary  expenses  of 

PROPOSED  HOUSING  PROJECTS  UNDER  SECTION  221  OF  THE  NATIONAL 

HOUSING  ACT 

“Sec.  207.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the  construction 
or  rehabilitation  of  housing  to  meet  the  needs  of  low-  and  moderate- 
income  families  and  individuals,  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  (hereafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’) 
is  authorized  to  make  grants  and  loans  from  the  Appalachian  Housing 
Fund  established  by  this  section,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
lie  may  prescribe,  to  nonprofit,  limited  dividend,  or  cooperative  organi¬ 
zations,  or  to  public  bodies,  for  expenses  of  planning  and  of  obtaining 
an  insured  mortgage  for  a  housing  construction  or  rehabilitation 
project,  under  section  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act  (hereafter  in 
this  section  referred  to  as  ‘section  221’) ,  in  any  area  of  the  Appalachian 
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region  determined  by  the  Commission  to  have  significant  potential 
for  future  growth. 

(b)  No  grant  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  those 
administrative  expenses,  incident  to  planning  a  project  and  obtaining 
an  insured  mortgage  under  section  221,  which  the  Secretary  considers 
not  to  be  recoverable  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under 
such  section :  Provided ,  That  no  grant  shall  be  made  to  an  organization 
established  for  profit. 

“(c)  No  loan  under  this  section  shall  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  planning  a  project  and  obtaining  an  insured  mortgage  under 
section  221,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  preliminary  surveys  and 
analyses  of  market  needs,  preliminary  site  engineering  and  architec¬ 
tural  fees,  site  options,  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  Federal 
National  Mortgage  Association  fees,  and  construction  loan  fees  and 
discounts.  Loans  may  be  made  without  interest,  or  at  any  market  or 
below  market  interest  rate  authorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under 
section  221 :  Provided ,  That  any  loan  made  to  an  organization  estab¬ 
lished  for  profit  shall  bear  interest  at  the  prevailing  market  rate  au¬ 
thorized  for  a  mortgage  insured  under  such  section.  The  Secretary 
may,  except  in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  an  organization  established  for 
profit,  waive  the  repayment  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  loan  made  under 
this  section,  including  interest,  which  he  finds  the  borrower  is  unableAj 
to  recover  from  the  proceeds  of  a  mortgage  insured  under  section* 
221. 

“(d)  All  funds  allocated  to  the  Secretary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  shall  be  deposited  in  a  fund  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  Housing  Fund  and  shall  be  used  as  a  revolving  fund  by  the 
Secretary  for  carrying  out  such  purposes.  General  expenses  of  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  section  may  be  charged  to  the  fund.  Moneys  in  the 
fund  not  needed  for  current  operation  may  be  invested  in  bonds  or 
other  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  principal  and  interest  by  the  United 
States. 

“(e)  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section  401 
of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30, 1969,  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  113.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  211  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“vocational  education  facilities”,  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
t he  word  “needed”  in  the  first  sentence,  the  following:  “and  for  the 
equipment  of  such  facilities  and  other  school  facilities”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  211  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $26,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.”  M 

Sec.  114.  Subsection  (b)  of  section  212  of  the  Act,  entitled  “sewage™ 
treatment  works”,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  115.  (a)  Section  701(a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  (40  U.S.C. 
461(a) )  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (8)  and 
all  of  clause  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(9)  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  for  comprehen¬ 
sive  planning  for  the  Appalachian  region  as  defined  by  section 
403  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965;  and 
“(10)  local  development  districts,  certified  under  section  301  of 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  for  compre¬ 
hensive  planning  for  their  entire  areas,  or  for  metropolitan  plan¬ 
ning,  urban  planning,  county  planning,  or  small  municipality 
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planning  within  such  areas  in  the  Appalachian  region,  and  for 
planning  for  Appalachian  regional  programs." 

'  ;  (b)  The  proviso  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  701(b)  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  inserting  after  “States”  the  words 
•and  local  development  districts”. 

Sec.  116.  Section  214  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid  programs 

“Sec.  214.  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  people,  States,  and  local  com¬ 
munities  of  the  region,  including  local  development  districts,  to  take 
maximum  advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter 
defined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their 
economic  situation,  they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share, 
the  President  is  authorized  to  provide  funds  to  the  Federal  Cochair¬ 
man  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  to  projects  under  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  as  hereafter 
defined,  above  the  fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects 
otherwise  authorized  by  the  applicable  law.  Funds  shall  be  so  provided 
for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  funds  are  available  under 
the  Acts  authorizing  such  programs  and  shall  be  available  without 
Ward  to  any  appropriation  authorization  ceilings  in  such  Acts.  Any 
Jhding,  report,  certification,  or  documentation  required  to  be  submitted 
to  the  head  of  the  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  responsible  for  the  administration  of  any  I  ederal 
orant-in-aid  program  shall  be  accepted  by  the  Federal  Cochairman 
with  respect  to  a  supplemental  grant  for  any  project  under  such 

program.  . 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in 
excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  the  Commission,  and  shall  in 
no  event  exceed  80  per  centum  thereof. 

■•  (c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  programs’  as  used  in  this  section 
means  those  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  this  Act  for 
the  construction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  and  all  other  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  authorized  on  or  before  December  31,  1907,  by  Acts 
other  than  this  Act  for  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the  construction  or 
equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to  grant-m-aid  pro- 
o-rams  authorized  by  the  following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act;  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pevention  Act;  title 
VI  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1963;  Library  Services  Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  I\  of  title  III 
of  the  Communications  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act 
of  1963;  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965  ;  National 
jefense  Education  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  (A)  the 
program  for  the  construction  of  the  development  highway  system 
authorized  by  section  201  of  this  Act  or  any  other  program  relating 
to  highway  or  road  construction,  or  (B)  any  other  program  for  which 
loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  ... 

“(d)  Not  to  exceed  $97,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  m  section 
401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal -year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 

shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.” 

Sec.  117.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  221  of  the  Act,  entitled 
“maintenance  of  effort”,  is  amended  by  striking  out  exclusive  of 
Federal  funds,”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  exclusive 
of  expenditures  for  participation  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate 
and  Defense  Highways,  and  exclusive  of  local  funds  and  Fedeial 

funds,”. 
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( b)  The  second  sentence  of  such-section  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
lighways"  the  following :  ‘‘and  expenditures  of  local  funds  and  Fed- 


■fc“"ay 
era!  funds’’. 


Sec.  118.  Section  223  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


PROGRAM  1M  PI.E  MENTATION 


"Sec.  223.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under  any  section  of 
this  title  shall  be  implemented  until  (1)  applications  and  plans  relating 
to  the  program  or  project  have  been  determined  by  the  responsible 
Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and  objectives  of 
Federal  laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  and  (2)  the  Commission  has  approved  such  program  or  project 
and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the  applicable  criteria  under  section 
224  and  will  contribute  to  the  development  of  the  region,  which  deter¬ 
mination  shall  be  controlling.” 

Sec.  119.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  224  of  the  Act,  entitled 
"program  development  criteria”,  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out 
"In  developing  recommendations  on  the”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof:  “In  considering”;  and  (2)  by  striking  out  “within  those 
recommendations”. 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  striking  out  clauw 
(1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “(1)  to  assist  estaWf 
lishments  relocating  from  one  area  to  another;”. 

Sec.  120.  Section  302  of  the  Act,  entitled  “grants  for  administra¬ 
tive  EXPENSES  OF  LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT  DISTRICTS  AND  FOR  RESEARCH  AND 

demonstration  projects”,  is  amended  by  (1)  striking  out  subsections 
(a)  through  (c)  ;  (2)  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsection  (e) ; 
and  (3)  inserting  the  following  new  subsections  (a)  through  (d)  : 

“(a)  The  President  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  administrative 
expenses,  including  technical  services,  of  local  development  dis¬ 
tricts,  but  (A)  the  amount  of  any  such  grant  shall  not  exceed  75 
per  centum  of  such  expenses,  (B)  no  grants  for  administrative 
expenses  shall  be  made  for  a  local  development  district  for  a 
period  in  excess  of  three  years  beginning  on  the  date  the  initial 


grant  is  made  for  such  development  district,  and  (C)  the  local 


■  i 

? 


development  district  contributions  for  administrative  expenses 
may  be  in  cash  or  in  kind,  fairly  evaluated,  including  but  not 
limited  to  space,  equipment,  and  services;  and 

“(2)  to  make  grants  to  the  Commission  for  investigation, 
research,  studies,  technical  assistance,  and  demonstration  projects, 
and  for  training  programs,  but  not  for  construction  purposes 
which  will  further  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  f 

“(b)  The  Commission  is  authorized  to  make  a  survey  and  study  o 
acid  pollution  in  the  region  resulting  from  mining  activities  and  the 
effects  of  such  pollution,  in  full  cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  other  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  local  departments 
and  agencies,  with  the  objective  of  developing  a  comprehensive  action 
program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduction,  or  elimination  of  such 
pollution  in  the  region  or  the  effects  of  such  pollution.  The  Commis¬ 
sion  shall  submit  to  the  President  a  report,  including  specific  recom¬ 
mendations  for  such  program  and  for  the  policies  under  which  it 
should  be  conducted,  and  the  President  shall  submit  the  report  to  the 
Congress,  together  with  his  recommendations,  not  later  than  March  31, 
1969.  The  study  shall,  among  other  matters — 

“(1)  Identify  sources  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and 
their  type,  area,  ownership,  and  other  characteristics;  the  relative 
contribution  of  each  source;  and  the  impact  of  each  source  on 
water  quality  in  the  streams  affected. 
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“(2)  Identify  present  and  potential  water-using  and  other 
activities  which  are  affected  by  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region, 
or  originating  in  the  region,  and  the  economic  and  social  costs 
and  effects  attributable  to  such  pollution. 

“(3)  Identify  known  methods  and  costs  for  the  control  and 
abatement  of  acid  mine  pollution.  .  . 

“(4)  Estimate  economic  and  social  benefits,  public  and  private, 
that  are  likely  to  result  from  reducing  to  various  levels  acid  mine 
pollution  in  the  streams  of  the  region  and  identify  the  types  of 
beneficiaries  and  the  relative  distribution  of  the  benefits  to  such 

beneficiaries.  , 

“(5)  Consider  the  appropriate  roles  of  Federal,  state,  and 
private  interests  in  programs  for  the  control,  reduction,  or  elimi¬ 
nation  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region  and  the  relative  costs 
which  each  should  bear,  including  specifically  (A)  the  extent, 
if  any,  to  which  private  interests  can  bear  the  cost  of  such  pro¬ 
grams  within  the  economics  of  mining  activity,  (B)  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  past  action  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  govern¬ 
ment  in  remedying  or  controlling  the  adverse  effects  of  acid  mine 
pollution,  (C)  relationships  which  might  be  established  among 
Federal,  State,  and  local  units  of  government,  and  with  private 
K  interests,  or  implementing  and  funding  such  programs,  and  (I)) 
u  the  need  for  appropriate  Federal  and  State  legislation,  including 
adequate  enforcement  provisions,  for  such  programs. 

“(6)  Formulate  a  program  for  the  appropriate  control,  reduc¬ 
tion,  or  elimination  of  acid  mine  pollution  in  the  region,  including 
the  identification  of  specific  objectives  and  costs,  with  due  con¬ 
sideration  to:  (A)  the  developmental  effects  of  the  program,  (B) 
the  economic  benefits  of  the  program  in  relation  to  costs,  (C)  the 
social  effects  of  the  program,  (D)  the  avoidance  of  unwarranted 
financial  gain  to  private  interests,  and  (E)  the  types  and  sources 
of  aid  required  to  accomplish  the  program. 

“(c)  (1)  The  Commission  shall,  as  required  by  the  President,  main¬ 
tain  accurate  and  complete  records  of  transactions  and  activities 
financed  with  Federal  funds  and  report  thereon  to  the  President.  The 
records  of  the  Commission  shall  be  available  for  audit  with  respect  to 
such  grants  by  the  President  and  the  Comptroller  General  or  their 
duly  authorized  representatives.  .  . 

“(2)  Recipients  of  Federal  assistance  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall,  as  required  by  the  Commission,  maintain  accurate  and 
complete  records  of  transactions  and  activities  financed  with  Federal 
funds  and  report  thereon  to  the  Commission.  Such  records  shall  be 
available  for  audit  by  the  President,  the  Comptroller  General,  and  the 
Commission  or  their  duly  authorized  representatives. 

'  “(d)  Not  to  exceed  $11,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  in  section 
401  of  this  Act  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969, 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  this  section.  Not  to  exceed  $3,000,000 
of  such  authorization  shall  be  available  for  the  purposes  of  subsection 

(b).” 

Sec.  121.  Section  303  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


n 


PROJECT  APPROVAL 


Financial 
records, 
maintenance . 


Post,  p. 266. 


79  Stat.  20. 

40  USC  app.  303. 


“Sec.  303.  An  application  for  a  grant  or  for  any  other  assistance  for 
[  a  program  or  project  under  this  Act  shall  be  made  through  the  State 
(  member  of  the  Commission  representing  such  applicant,  and  such 
t  State  member  shall  evaluate  the  application  for  approval.  Only  appli- 
|  cations  for  programs  and  projects  which  are  approved  by  a  State 
I  member  as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assistance  under  the  Act  shall 
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81  STAT.  266 


79  Stat.  21. 

40  USC  app.  401. 


be  approved  for  assistance.  Xo  project  shall  be  approved  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  unless  the  Commission  is  satisfied  that  the  project  will  be 
properly  administered,  operated,  and  maintained.” 

Sf.c.  122.  Section  401  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 


“authorization  of  appropriations 


Ante,  pp.  257, 
258. 


40  USC  app. 
403. 

Alabama. 


Mississippi. 


New  York. 


Tennessee. 


“Sec.  401.  In  addition  to  the  appropriations  authorized  in  section  j 
105  and  in  section  201  for  the  Appalachian  development  highway  sys-  ! 
tem  and  local  access  roads,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri-  1 
atecl  to  the  President,  to  be  available  until  expended,  not  to  exceed  I 
$170,000,000  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  ending  June  30,  1969,  to 
carry  out  this  Act.” 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  403  of  the  Act,  entitled  “definition  of  Ap¬ 
palachian  region”,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  counties  in  Alabama 
after  “Jefferson,”  the  following:  “Lamar,”  and  after  “Morgan,”  ] 
the  following:  “Pickens,”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  clause  relating  to  the  counties  in  , 
Maryland  the  following: 

“In  Mississippi,  the  counties  of  Alcorn,  Benton,  Chickasaw^] 
Choctaw,  Clay,  Itawamba,  Kemper,  Lee,  Lowndes,  Marshal 
Monroe,  Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Pontotoc,  Prentiss,  TippalqP] 
Tishomingo,  Union,  Webster,  and  Winston  ; 

“In  New  York,  the  counties  of  Allegany,  Broome,  Cattarau-  ] 
gus,  Chautauqua,  Chemung,  Chenango,  Cortland,  Delaware,  ] 
Otsego,  Schoharie,  Schuyler,  Steuben,  Tioga,  and  Tomp-  j 
kins;”;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  in  the  clause  relating  to  the  counties  in  Tenues-  i 
see  after  “Campbell”  the  following:  “Cannon,”. 

(b)  Such  section  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the  colon  •; 
following  “West  Virginia”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period,  and 
by  striking  out  all  of  the  remainder  of  such  section  and  inserting  in  I 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“No  recommendation  for  any  change  in  the  definition  of  the  Appa-  j 
lachian  region  as  set  forth  in  this  section  shall  be  proposed  or  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Commission  without  a  prior  resolution  by  the  Committee  ' 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  or  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  j 
directing  a  study  of  such  change.” 


79  Stat.  565. 
42  USC  3183. 


42  USC  3185. 


42  USC  3189. 


TITLE  II— AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND 
ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 

Sec.  201.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  503  of  the  Public  Works  anJ 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking  th<y 
semicolon  after  clause  (2),  inserting  a  comma,  and  the  following: 
“including  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic 
plan  approved  by  the  Secretary;”. 

Sec.  202.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  505  of  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

“Not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  of  the  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary 
to  each  regional  commission  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  203.  Section  509  of  the  Public  Works  and  E  conomic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  is  amended  by  redesignating  such  section  as  section 
510  and  by  inserting  after  section  508  the  following  new  section  509: 
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“supplements  to  federal  grant-in-aid  programs 

“Sec.  50!).  (a)  In  order  to  enable  the  States  and  other  entities  within 
[economic  development  regions  established  under  this  Act  to  take  maxi- 
Imum  advantage  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  (as  hereinafter 
r  defined)  for  which  they  are  eligible  but  for  which,  because  of  their 
[economic  situation,  they  cannot  supply  the  required  matching  share, 
i  the  Secretary  shall,  once  a  comprehensive  long-range  economic  plan 
[established  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  section  503(a)  is  in  effect,  pro- 
|  vide  funds  pursuant  to  specific  recommendations,  to  each  of  the  Fed- 
leral  Cochairmen  of  the  regional  commissions  heretofore  or  hereafter 
|  established  under  this  title,  to  be  used  for  the  sole  purpose  of  inereas- 
[  ing  the  Federal  contribution  to  projects  under  such  programs  above  the 
fixed  maximum  portion  of  the  cost  of  such  projects  otherwise  author- 
•  ized  by  the  applicable  law.  No  program  or  project  authorized  under 
[this  section  shall  be  implemented  until  (1)  applications  and  plans 
|  relating  to  the  program  or  project  have  been  determined  by  the 
1  responsible  Federal  official  to  be  compatible  with  the  provisions  and 
|  objectives  of  Federal  laws  which  he  administers  that  are  not  incon- 

Isistent  with  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  Regional  Commission  involved  has 
approved  such  program  or  project  and  has  determined  that  it  meets  the 
Applicable  criteria  under  section  504  and  will  contribute  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  region,  which  determination  shall  be  controlling,  bunds 
may  be  provided  only  for  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  for  which 
funds  are  available  under  the  Act  authorizing  such  programs.  Funds 
so  provided  shall  be  available  without  regard  to  any  appropriation 
authorization  ceilings  in  such  Act. 

“(b)  The  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  shall  not  be  increased  in 
excess  of  the  percentages  established  by  each  commission,  and  shall  in 
no  event  exceed  80  per  centum  thereof.  . 

“(c)  The  term  ‘Federal  grant-in-aid  programs’  as  used  in  this 
section  means  all  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  in  existence  on  or 
before  December  31,  1967,  assisting  in  the  acquisition  of  land  or  the 
construction  or  equipment  of  facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to 
grant-in-aid  programs  authorized  by  title  I  of  this  Act  and  by  the 
following  Acts:  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act;  W  atershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act;  title  A  I  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act;  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963;  Library  Services 
Act;  Federal  Airport  Act;  part  IV  of  title  III  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  of  1934;  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963;  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965;  and  National  Defense  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1958.  The  term  shall  not  include  any  program  in  which 
loans  or  other  Federal  financial  assistance,  except  a  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  is  authorized  by  this  or  any  other  Act.  Grants  under  this  section 
-shall  be  made  solely  out  of  funds  specifically  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  this  section,  and  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
in  the  computation  of  allocations  among  the  States  made  pursuant  to 
any  other  provision  of  law. 

“(d)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  each  of  the  regional  commissions  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1968,  and 
the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

“(e)  An  application  for  a  grant  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
through  the  State  member  of  the  Commission  representing  such  appli¬ 
cant,  and  such  State  member  shall  evaluate  the  application  for 
approval.  Only  applications  for  programs  and  projects  which  are 
approved  by  a  State  member  as  meeting  the  requirements  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  this  section  shall  be  approved  for  assistance.” 


81  STAT.  267 


Ante,  p.  266. 


79  Stat.  566. 
42  USC  3184. 


"Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs." 


33  USC  466  note; 
16  USC  1001 
note}  42  USC 
291}  20  USC  35 
note,  351  note; 

49  USC  1101 
note;  47  USC 
390-397}  20  USC 
701  note;  16  USC 
460_l-4  note} 

20  USC  401  note. 


Appropriation. 


81  STAT« 

79  Stat.  569. 
42  USC  3201- 
3203. 
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Sec.  204.  The  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  title  VI  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

“administration,  operation,  and  maintenance 

“Sec.  604.  No  Federal  assistance  shall  be  approved  under  this  Act 
unless  the.  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  the  project  for  which  Federal 
assistance  is  granted  will  be  properly  and  efficiently  administered, 
operated,  and  maintained.” 

Approved  October  11,  1967. 
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